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ABSTRACT 


SIMULTANEOUS  OPE3?ATIONS:  raE  AIRBCMffi  FORCE  HAS  A  MAJ(»  ROLE,  BUT  IS 
IT  CAPABLE?  by  MAJ  Thcnas  W.  Kula,  USA,  60  pages. 

This  monograph  analyzes  vrtiether  the  US  airborne  force  is  capable 
of  contributing  to  simultaneous  operations  ai  the  next  battlefield. 
Specifically,  is  the  airborne  force  doctrine  and  organization  adequate 
for  employment  as  an  operational  maneuver  force  on  the  next 
battlefield?  The  next  battlefield,  for  the  purpose  of  this  monograph, 
is  <Mie  which  will  require  simultaneous  operations  by  joint  US  forces 
and  their  allies  to  achieve  quick  decisive  victory  with  ntLnimal 
casualties  in  a  mid  to  high-intensity  confcat  environmait. 

The  82d  Airborne  Division,  today's  US  conventional  ciirbome  force, 
has  bear  used  a  nunber  of  times  in  strategic  and  tactical  roles  since 
World  War  II.  However,  not  since  World  War  II  has  the  US  used  an 
airborne  force  as  an  operational  maneuver  force  in  a  mid  to  high- 
intensity  combat  environment.  An  airborne  force  whose  capability  is 
limited  to  a  strategic  role,  even  as  critical  as  this  role  is,  does 
not  fulfill  the  concept  of  versatility.  Most  inportantly, 
simultaneous  operations  confirm  a  need  for  operational  adrbome 
assaults. 

This  monograph  first  reviews  the  Soviet  concept  of  simultaneous 
operations  or  simultaneity  to  determine  the  theoretical  role  of 
edrbome  forces  in  simultaneous  operations.  The  US  has  used  the 
concept  of  deep  operations  since  World  Waur  II  but  only  recently 
identified  "simultaneity"  as  fundamental  to  warfighting.  The  Soviets, 
however,  long  considered  the  concept  of  simultaneity  as  a  classic 
principle  of  war  and  their  airborne  forces  have  played  an  inportant 
role  in  sinultaneous  (derations.  From  this  analysis  of  the  Soviet 
concept  of  simultaneity,  the  criteria  for  airborne  force  enployment  in 
simultaneous  operaticais  are  identified:  surprise,  mobility,  firepower, 
protection  and  link  up.  Next,  a  review  of  the  US  concept  of 
simultaneous  operations,  instilled  in  the  1993  version  of  EM  100-5,  is 
provided  aloang  with  an  examination  of  the  doctrine  and  organizatim  of 
the  current  airborne  force.  Then  the  adequacy  of  US  airtome  force 
doctrine  and  organization  is  determined  based  on  the  criteria  for 
airborne  force  requirements  in  simultaneous  operations  cn  the  next 
battlefield.  In  the  conclusion,  suggestions  are  provided  to  inprove 
the  doctrine  for  airborne  operations  and  modernize,  specifically 
motorize,  the  airborne  force  so  it  is  capable  of  fully  contributing  to 
simultaneous  operations  on  the  next  battlefield. 
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ABSTRACT 


SIMULTANEOUS  OPERATIONS:  THE  AIRBORNE  FORCE  HAS  A  MAJOR  ROLE,  BUT  IS 
IT  CAPABLE?  by  MAJ  Thomas  W.  Kula,  USA,  60  pages. 

Hiis  monograph  analyzes  whether  the  US  airborne  force  is  capable 
of  contributing  to  simultaneous  operations  on  the  next  battlefield. 
Specifically,  is  the  airborne  force  doctrine  and  organization  adequate 
for  en^iloyment  as  an  operational  maneuver  force  on  the  next 
battlefield?  The  next  battlefield,  for  the  purpose  of  this  monograph, 
is  one  which  will  require  simultaneous  operations  by  joint  US  forces 
and  their  allies  to  achieve  quick  decisive  victory  with  minimal 
casualties  in  a  mid  to  high-intensity  combat  environment. 

The  82d  Airborne  Division,  today's  US  conventional  ciirbome  force, 
has  been  used  a  nun*)er  of  times  in  strategic  and  tactical  roles  since 
World  War  II.  However,  not  since  World  War  II  has  the  US  used  an 
airborne  force  as  an  operational  maneuver  force  in  a  mid  to  lu^- 
intensity  combat  environment.  An  airborne  force  whose  capability  is 
limited  to  a  strategic  role,  even  as  critical  as  this  role  is,  does 
not  fulfill  the  concept  of  versatility.  Most  irrportantly, 
simultaneous  operations  cwfirm  a  need  for  operational  airborne 
assaults. 

This  monograph  first  reviews  the  Soviet  concept  of  simultaneous 
operations  or  simultaneity  to  determine  the  theoretical  role  of 
airborne  forces  in  simultaneous  operations.  The  US  has  used  the 
concept  of  deep  operations  since  World  WsUr  II  but  only  recently 
idfflitified  "simultaneity"  as  fundamental  to  warfighting.  The  Soviets, 
however,  long  considered  the  concept  of  simultaneity  as  a  classic 
principle  of  war  and  their  airborne  forces  have  played  an  inportant 
role  in  simultaneous  operations.  Fran  this  analysis  of  the  Soviet 
concept  of  simultaneity,  the  criteria  for  airborne  force  enployment  in 
simultaneous  operations  are  identified:  surprise,  mobility,  firepower, 
protection  and  link  tq>.  Next,  a  review  of  the  US  concept  of 
simultaneous  operations,  instilled  in  the  1993  version  of  EM  100-5,  is 
provided  along  with  an  examination  of  the  doctrine  and  organization  of 
the  ctirrent  airborne  force.  Thai  the  adequacy  of  US  airborne  force 
doctrine  and  organization  is  determined  based  on  the  criteria  for 
airborne  force  requirematits  in  simultaneous  operations  on  the  next 
battlefield.  In  the  conclusion,  suggestions  are  provided  to  improve 
the  doctrine  for  airborne  operations  and  modernize,  specifically 
motorize,  the  airborne  force  so  it  is  capable  of  fully  contributing  to 
simultaneous  operations  on  the  next  battlefield. 
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I .  Introduction 


They  want  war  too  methodical,  too  measured;  I  would  make  i^  brisk, 
bold,  iirpetuous,  perhaps  sometimes  even  audacious.  Jcmini^ 

The  concept  of  operational  errployment  of  airborne  forces  by  the  US 
Army  in  a  theater  of  operations  has  remained  in  a  deep  slui4)er  since 
World  War  II.  Focused  primarily  on  the  Soviet  threat  until  recently, 
the  US  Army  has  devoted  its  doctrine  and  force  developnnait  to 
defeating  this  mobile  mechanized  threat  cn  a  high  intensity 
battlefield  in  Europe.  All  the  while,  the  airborne  force  organization 
amd  doctrine  ha.q  changed  little  since  World  War  II.  In  light  of 
recent  changes  in  the  global  aivironment,  military  strategy,  and 
doctrine  for  warfighting  on  the  next  battlefield,  it  is  time  to  revive 
the  concept  of  operatiaial  employment  of  airborne  forces  and  prepare 
airborne  forces  adequately  to  contribute  on  the  next  battlefield. 

The  dramatic  changes  in  the  threats  and  risks  to  US  seoirity 
caused  by  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  pronpted  changes  in  military 
strategy  and  force  structure.  Within  the  Army/  this  caused  a 
reassessment  of  doctrine  and  restructuring  of  the  Army.  Today's 
smaller  US  Army  inust  be  able  to  deploy  rapidly,  to  fight  and  sustain 
itself  and  win  decisively  and  quickly  with  minimal  casualties.  To  do 
this,  the  new  doctrine  emphasizes  force  projection,  versatility,  and 
simultaneous  operations. 

Force  projection  is  the  military's  ability  to  respond  quickly  and 
decisively  to  global  requirements,  and  is  key  to  acconrplishing  the 
strategic  principle  of  power  projection.  The  82d  Airborne  Division, 
today's  conventional  US  airborne  force,  is  the  Army's  premier  force 
projection  force  with  the  capability  to  deploy  world  wide  on  short 
notice  and  conduct  forced  entry  operations.  The  strategic  role  the 
82d  performs  as  a  deterrent  or  vanguard  is  its  most  important  role. 

In  order  to  fulfill  this  role  as  a  crisis  response  force,  the  Army  has 
kept  the  division  strategically  mobile.  The  82d  Airborne  Division's 
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tactical  shortccmings  of  mobility  and  firepower  have  been  accepted  as 
a  necessary  price  to  pay  to  retain  a  strategic  crisis  response. 

The  82d  Airborne  Division  has  been  tised  a  nuirtser  of  times  in  its 
strategic  capacity  since  World  War  II.  The  82d  and  other  airborne 
forces  have  also  been  employed  as  tactical  forces  in  a  few  cases  in 
the  last  fifty  years.  However,  not  since  World  War  II  has  an  airborne 
force  been  used  as  an  operational  maneuver  force  in  a  mid  to  high- 
intensity  coTibat  environment,^ 

The  Army  has  implied  through  its  newest  tenet,  versatility,  that 
units  in  a  downsized  force  must  meet  more  diverse  mission  requirements 
and  perform  at  the  tactical ,  operational ,  and  strategic  levels  of 
war  J  M  airborne  force  whose  capability  is  limited  to  a  strategic 
role,  even  as  critical  as  this  role  is,  does  not  fulfill  the  concept 
of  versatility.  The  Ariny  must  again  realize  the  potential  of 
operational  employment  of  airborne  forces  on  the  modem  battlefield 
and  ensure  it  is  capable  of  contributing  to  a  quick  decisive  victory. 

A  smaller  US  Army  can  not  limit  its  vision  of  the  employmait  of 
airborne  forces  to  the  strategic  or  tactical  levels  of  war. 

If  the  current  US  doctrine  is  on  the  mark,  there  will  be  a  need 
for  operational  employment  of  airborne  forces  on  the  next  battlefield. 
Airborne  forces  can  play  a  significant  role  in  simultaneous 
operations.  Goieral  Sullivan,  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Arnty,  explains 
how  simultaneity  is  fundamental  to  quick  decisive  victory  cm  the  next 
battlefield.  He  says  success  will  be  determined  by  the  ability  to 
strike  simultaneously  throughout  the  entire  depth  and  width  of  the 
battlefield;  to  use  all  assets  to  overwhelm  and  destroy  an  enemry  and 
with  minimal  casualties.^  Airborne  forces  are  one  of  the  Army's 
assets  for  use  at  operational  depths  in  simultaneoxjs  operations.  The 
importance  of  the  82d  Airborne  Divisicai  to  the  Amiy  in  a  strategic 
ccxitext  has  existed  for  years  and  will  not  fade.  However,  versatility 
and  more  so,  simultaneous  operations  have  put  new  emphasis  on  the 
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concept  of  operational  enployment  of  the  airborne  force. 

The  purpose  of  this  monograph  is  to  determine  if  US  airborne 
forces  are  capable  of  contributing  to  simultaneous  operations  on  the 
next  battlefield.  Specifically,  is  the  airborne  force  doctrine  and 
organization  adequate  for  enployment  as  an  operational  maneuver  force 
on  the  next  battlefield? 

The  82d  Airborne  Division  will  continue  to  play  a  key  role  in 
fulfilling  the  National  Military  Strategy  in  the  future  with  its 
strategic  mobility  and  status  as  America's  premier  conventional 
initial  entry  force.  Since  its  origin  in  World  War  II,  the  82d 
Airborne  Division  has  demonstrated  its  responsiveness  and  flexibility 
many  times  CXI  drop  zcmes  suid  battlefields  all  over  the  world.  After 
suffering  a  nunber  of  airborne  disasters  in  Sicily  and  North  Africa  in 
late  1942  and  1943,  the  82d  won  fame  for  its  airborne  assaults  into 
Noritandy  and  Nijmegen,  and  performance  in  the  Ardennes  in  late  1944 
and  early  1945.  In  1958,  the  division  was  designated  as  the  back-i^ 
airborne  division  to  the  newly  formed  Strategic  Army  Corps,  XVIII 
Mrbome  Corps.  The  82d  Airborne  Division  has  retained  the  mission  of 
providing  a  flexible,  mobile  strike  capability  deployable  worldwide 
since  1958.^  In  the  last  eleven  years,  America  has  sent  the  82d 
Airborne  Division  into  harms  way  as  a  deterrent  or  combat  force  four 
times  to  protect  vital  US  interests  around  the  world.  Their  ability  to 
rapidly  deploy  and  conduct  decisive,  short  notice  forced  entry 
operations  as  a  deterrent  or  combat  force  has  and  will  remain  vital  to 
US  interests  and  worldwide  ccnmitments.  However,  the  division's  worth 
in  an  operational  context  must  be  examined. 

The  primary  focus  of  this  paper  is  on  the  operaticxial  level  of  war 
and  the  use  of  airborne  forces  in  an  operational  maneuver  role  in  a 
theater  of  operations.  (Refer  to  Appendix  A  for  "Definitions  of 
Operational  Terms".)  The  airborne  division,  or  elements  of  it,  are 
capable  of  achieving  an  operational  objective  or  decisively 
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influencing  major  operations;  history  has  shown  this.  Field  Manual 
(FM)  100-5,  Operations  (1993)  supports  this,  stating  that  the 
intended  purpose  of  the  mission,  not  the  level  of  cotimand,  determines 
whether  a  unit  functions  at  the  operational  level.  Siitply,  if  the 
airborne  mission  is  vital  for  the  success  of  the  operation,  then  it  is 
operational  in  nature.  In  Appendix  B,  "Ccxnponents  of  Operational 
Design",  the  key  concepts  of  operational  design  and  exanples  of 
operational  level  airborne  assaults  for  each  component  are  provided. 

Before  addressing  the  research  methodology,  the  "next  battlefield" 
must  be  defined.  Using  General  Sullivan's  description  of  the  next 
battlefield,  it  is  one  which  will  require  simultaneous  operations  by 
joint  US  forces  and  their  allies  to  achieve  quick  decisive  victory 
with  minimal  casualties.  The  next  battlefield  will  feature  a  threat 
that  has  been  ill-defined  since  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  However,  the 
most  likely  are  the  regional  threats  or  Third  World  armies,  which  have 
sophisticated  weaponry.  Due  to  worldwide  proliferation  of  military 
hardware.  Third  World  armies  now  or  soon  will  have:  sophisticated 
surveillance;  reconnaissance  and  target  acquisition  assets;  armored 
and  mechanized  forces;  modernized  air  defense  systanns;  precision 
guided  munitions;  and  weapons  of  mass  destruction.^  Therefore,  the 
next  battlefield,  for  the  purpose  of  this  paper,  is  one  which  will 
require  simultaneous  operations  in  a  mid  to  high-intensity  combat 
environment . 

The  body  of  this  monograph  is  organized  into  four  sections. 

First,  the  concept  of  simultaneous  operatirais  or  simultaneity  is 
analyzed  to  determine  the  theoretical  role  of  airborne  forces  in 
simultaneous  operations.  The  concept  of  simultaneity  is  not  new  to 
warfighting.  The  US  has  used  the  concept  of  deep  operations  since 
World  War  II  but  only  recaitly  identified  "simultaneity"  as 
fundamental  to  warfighting.  The  Soviets  ,  however,  long  considered 
the  concept  of  simultaneity  as  a  classic  principle  of  war.  The  Soviet 


military  considered  the  concept  of  simultaneity  as  fundamental  to 
offensive  operations  since  the  1920s  and  their  concept  will  offer  the 
framework  for  analysis  of  simultaneous  operations.  The  Soviet 
airborne  forces  played  an  irrportant  role  as  operational  "desant" 
forces  in  their  deep  operation  theory  since  the  1930s.  From  this 
analysis  of  the  Soviet  concept  of  simultaneity,  the  criteria  for 
airborne  force  enployment  in  simultaneous  operaticms  are  idaitified: 
surprise,  mobility,  firepower,  protection  and  link  up.  Section  II 
contains  this  review  of  the  Soviet  concept  of  simultaneous  operations 
and  the  role  of  their  airborne  forces  at  the  operational  level  of  war. 

Second,  a  review  of  the  US  concept  of  simultaneous  operations, 
instilled  in  the  1993  version  of  EM  100-5,  is  provided  in  Section  III. 
lidditionally,  US  theory  and  doctrine  of  the  role  of  airborne  forces  in 
simultaneous  operations  is  examined.  The  airborne  division 
organization  is  also  reviewed  in  this  section. 

Section  IV  is  an  analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  US  airborne  force 
doctrine  and  organization.  In  this  section,  it  is  determined  whether 
the  current  airborne  division  doctrine  aind  organization  meet  the 
criteria  for  airborne  force  requirements  in  simultaneous  operations  on 
the  next  battlefield.  Finally,  Section  V  provides  conclusions  on  the 
capability  of  the  airborne  force  to  conduct  operational  maneuver  on 
the  next  battlefield. 

II.  The  Soviet  Concept  of  Simultaneous  Operations  and  the 

Role  of  Soviet  Airborne  Forces 

This  principle  of  simultaneity  is  fundamental  to  Russian 
operational  thinking.  It  goes  back  at  least  as  far  ais  the  18th 
caitury  writer  General  Ukuniev  (quoted  by  Jomini). 

The  Soviets  long  considered  the  indirect  approach,  known  as  the 
turning  movement,  as  fundamental  to  offensive  operations.  This 
turning  movement,  in  the  18th  century  as  well  as  today,  is  achieved 
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through  the  use  of  the  principle  of  simultaneity.  Simultaneity  in 
General  Ukuniev's  day  meant  the  interaction  between  the  holding  force 
and  turning  force  in  the  turning  movement. 

More  than  a  century  later,  the  Soviet  theorists  in  the  1920s  still 
considered  the  idea  of  simultaneity  key  to  their  thoughts  on  military 
theory.  At  that  time,  the  concept  ws^  defined  as  "simultaneous 
neutralization  of  the  enemy's  entire  tactical  depth. 

Mikhail  Tuchachevsky,  one  of  the  leading  Soviet  theorists  of  the 
1920s  and  1930s,  i;ised  the  concept  of  simultaneity  as  a  basis  for  his 
tactical  and  operational  thinking.  Tukhachevsky's  means  of  achieving 
simultaneity  began  with  the  broad  front  concept  and  evolved  to  the 
concept  of  deep  battle  and  deep  operations.  Tukhachevsky's  broad 
front  concept  was  fonned  after  the  Russian  Civil  War  when  his  thoughts 
were  still  focused  on  the  infantry  battlefield.  With  limited  mobility 
and  weapon  ranges,  he  felt  he  could  best  attain  simultaneity  by 
establishing  the  greatest  possible  contact  area  between  two  forces. 

The  broad  front  concept  entailed  pinning  down  the  enemy  over  the 
entire  front,  breaching  the  defense  at  a  weaik  point,  and  moving  a 
"shock  army"  through  the  breach  to  conduct  a  turning  movement. 

However,  Soviet  theorists  in  the  1920s  also  took  a  technology 
based  approach  to  theory  and  doctrine  and  anticipated  improvements  in 
artillery  range  and  tank  mobility.  This  naturally  led  to  "thinking 
deeper",  because  simultaneity  could  be  achieved  out  to  greater 
depths. The  concept  of  deep  battle,  which  would  later  evolve  into 
deep  operations,  began  to  take  form. 

Throughout  this  period  of  the  1920s  and  1930s,  the  leading  Soviet 
military  theorists  prepared  doctrine  which  emphasized  the  offense  and 
use  of  highly  mobile  forces  to  prevent  the  deadlock  suffered  in  World 
War  I.  A  generation  of  Soviet  military  leaders  and  thinkers  had 
formed  new  ideas  of  warfare  based  on  experiences  during  the  Riissian 
Civil  War.  The  Russian  Civil  War,  where  maneuver  was  facilitated  by 
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snail  forces  waging  war  over  vast  areas,  renewed  the  focus  on  maneuver 
warfare.  The  Soviets  envisioned  the  use  of  highly  mobile  forces  in 
the  offaisive  which  could  maneuver  to  destroy  the  eneno^’s  forces  as 
the  means  of  avoiding  another  World  War  I -type  war  of  attrition.  The 
new  theory  "sought  to  combine  the  off^isive  potential  of  new  weapons 
with  the  ideological  zeal  and  faith  in  the  offensive  which  was  bom 
of . . .  civi  1  war  experience . 

Tukhachevsky  and  his  peer  Viktor  Triandifilov  provided  sane  of  the 
earliest  writings  on  "battle  in  depth".  In  1926,  Triandifilov 
described  "battle  in  depth"  as  attacking  an  enemy's  forces  throughout 
their  entire  depth  as  well  as  along  their  entire  front. 

Simultaneously,  Tuldiachevsky  wrote  an  article  combining  Triandifilov's 
and  Mikhail  Fnmze's  doctrines,  stressing  that  modem  operations 
involve  simultaneous  strikes  against  the  enemy  throughout  an  extremely 
deep  area.^^ 

It  was  Tukhachevsky 's  generation  which  first  formulated  the 
concept  of  deep  battle,  of  attacking  the  enemy  throughout  the  depth  of 
his  formation,  as  a  means  of  achieving  simultaneity.  Later,  the 
Soviet  theorists  developed  the  concept  of  deep  operaticms  as  they 
anticipated  the  capability  to  attack  to  operational  depths.  This 
focus  on  the  operational  level  of  war  was  also  a  Soviet  breakthrough 
in  evolving  military  theory.  Beginning  in  the  1920s,  Soviet  theorists 
contemplated  maneuver  success  in  tactical  as  well  as  operational 
depths.  They  had  determined  that  strategic  success  required  more  than 
just  an  accumulation  of  tactical  successes.  Operational  success  was 
necessary  for  strategic  success;  hence  they  defined  the  parameters  for 
the  operational  level  of  war.  A.  A.  Svechin,  among  others,  is  noted 
for  his  work  on  creating  operational  art  as  a  new  category  of  military 
theory.  Svechin  articulated  the  interconnection  between  the 
strategic,  operational  and  tactical  levels  of  war:  "tactics  make  the 
steps  from  which  operational  leaps  are  assen4)led;  strategy  points  out 
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the  path."^^ 

However,  the  concept  of  deep  battle  and  deep  operations  remained 
an  abstract  objective  that  could  only  be  realized  when  technology  and 
industry  provided  the  modem  equipment  necessary  for  its  execution. 

The  Soviets  set  about  building  the  military  force  in  the  1930s  to 
conduct  mobile  war  which  emphasized  extensive  maneuver  by  mechanized 

forces  at  the  tactical  and  operational  level .  Creation  of  an  airborne 
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force  was  part  of  their  force  development. 

Tanks  and  aircraft  were  viewed  as  the  dominant  tools  to  wage  deep 
battle.  While  the  Soviet  theorists  saw  the  tank  as  primary  instrument 
to  conduct  deep  battle,  the  aircraft  offered  not  only  aerial  firepower 
but  the  prospects  for  vertical  envelopment.  Vertical  envelopment  was 
seen  as  supplementing  offensive  maneuver  of  mechanized  forces  to 
guarantee  success  in  deep  battle.  The  emerging  doctrinal  fixation  on 
deep  battle  sparked  experimentation  with  airborne  forces  which  began 
in  earnest  in  the  late  twenties. 

Tukhachevsky  played  the  leading  role  in  developing  the  use  of 
airborne  forces  to  support  deep  battle.  As  commander  of  the  Leningrad 
Military  District  from  1928-1931,  Tukhachevsky  was  in  an  ideal 
situation  to  experiment  with  the  role  of  airborne  forces  in  deep 
battle.  During  his  tenure  as  ccnmander,  he  conducted  numerous  trial 
exercises  with  airborne  forces  and  prepared  concept  papers  on  use  of 
airborne  forces.  He  also  developed  a  structure  for  an  air-motorized 
division,  which  included  the  airborne  troops,  to  be  used  as  an 

IQ 

operational -strategic  landing  force. 

From  the  beginning,  Tukhachevsky  saw  the  need  not  just  for 
airborne  forces  but  for  mechanized  airborne  forces.  As  Richard 
Siirpkin  states. 
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He  evidently  saw  fran  the  start  the  basic  weakness  of  a  force 
whose  mobility  plunmets  from  that  of  the  transport  aircraft  to 
that  of  the  boot — three  orders  of  magnitude  nowadays—as  its  men 
jump  to  touch  down.  This  lack  of  tactical  mobility  at  once 
telegraphs  paratroops*  objective  and  makes  them  unable  to  organise 
themselves  before  a  vehicle-based  enemy  can  respond. 

Therefore,  Tukhachevsky  not  only  grasped  the  concept  of  projecting 

airborne  forces  far  into  the  enemy  operational  depth,  but  that  the 

forces  had  to  be  motorized  (he  later  changed  the  word  to  mechanized) 

and  able  to  cope  with  mechanized  forces  they  encountered.  This 

initiative  to  mechanize  the  airborne  force  began  with  Tukhachevsky  and 

has  continued  to  present  day. 

Experimentation  continued  and  the  first  major  test  of  an  airborne 
operation  occurred  during  a  military  exercise  near  Voronezh  on  2 
August  1930.  Airdrop  techniques  were  tested  rather  than  tactics, 
however,  the  twelve  man  airborne  detachment  had  the  mission  to  perform 
a  diversionary  mission  in  the  enemy  rear.  The  exercise  was  repeated 
at  the  same  location  in  September  1930  and  an  eleven  man  airborne 
detachment  successfully  seized  documents  from  an  enemy  division 
headquarters.  The  success  of  these  experiments  led  to  additional 

airborne  exercises  in  1931.  "From  1933  on,  virtually  all  Soviet  field 
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exercises  included  airborne  operations." 

From  these  early  tests,  an  experimental  aviation  motorized  landing 
detachnent  was  formed  in  Tukhachevsky 's  military  district  in  March 
1931,  This  164  man  detachment  at  first  tested  ccaicepts  for  airlanding 
but  did  not  test  airdropping.  In  June  1931,  a  46  man  volunteer 
parachute  detachment  was  added  to  the  landing  detachment  to  test  the 
airdrop  dimension  of  airborne  operations.  In  1932  this  unit  was 
expanded  to  include  a  parachute  battalion,  and  a  landing  grov®) 
consisting  of  an  armored  company,  a  motorized  company  and  an  artillery 
battery  and  was  redesignated  the  3rd  Motorized  Airborne  Landing 

Detachment.  Experimentation  with  airborne  forces  continued  *’hand  in 

23 

glove"  with  development  of  doctrine. 
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In  Febmary  1932,  the  Red  Army  began  to  recognize  that  the  1929 
concept  of  deep  battle  was  possible  and  published  a  regulation  on  deep 
battle.  The  regulation  anrphasized  that  success  in  deep  battle  rested 
on  the  mechanized  forces,  however,  the  utility  of  airborne  was  also 
highlighted.  The  regulation  provided  details  on  the  types  of  missions 
airborne  forces  would  execute:  conduct  diversionary  missions,  support 
ground  offensive  operations,  block  enemy  withdrawal  or  reinforcements, 
and  support  defensive  operations. 

Soviet  theorists  began  to  devote  more  energy  to  the  development  of 
the  theory  of  deep  operations.  They  saw  that  deep  operations  required 
cooperation  between  aviation,  airborne,  mechanized  and  motorized  units 
which  would  operate  independently  of  the  main  force.  These  mobile 
forces  would  penetrate  to  the  enemy's  operational  depths,  up  to  50  to 
60  kilometers  deep  to  reach  the  line  of  the  enemy’s  operational 
reserves,  tactical  airfields  and  army  headquarters.^^ 

Tufchachevsky  and  E.I.  Tatarchenko,  the  chief  of  airborne  forces  of 
the  Red  Army  air  force  staff,  published  articles  in  1932  which  fueled 
the  movement  for  forming  larger  and  more  nimerous  airborne  units. 
Tukhachevsky  explained  the  operational  role  of  airborne  forces  as 
conducting  operations  between  deployed  enemy  corps,  army,  and  front 
reserves,  disrupting  the  action  of  the  forces  throughout  the 
operational  depth  of  the  defense.  Tatarchenko's  article  seconded  the 
views  of  Tukhachevsky  and  argued  for  creation  of  separate  airborne 
forces. 

However,  Soviet  equipnnent  capabilities  continued  to  lag  behind 
doctrine.  While  the  military  realized  the  usefulness  of  airborne 
troops  in  assaults  of  tactical  and  operational  depth,  they  still  did 
not  have  the  means  for  delivering  such  an  assault  force.  A  larger 
more  versatile  fleet  of  aircraft  was  essential  for  larger,  deeper 
operations.  In  exercises  the  Soviets  relied  on  the  TB-3  which  was  a 
bomber  converted  to  transport  by  removing  turret  gims  and  adapting 
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boti)  racks  to  transport  eqviipinent.  The  TB-3  carried  an  insufficient 

amount  of  troops  and  equipment  and  had  a  poor  operational  readiness 

rate.  This  constraint  in  airlift  did  not  accorplish  the  aim  of 

dropping  all  of  the  first  airborne  wave  at  one  time  to  limit  exposure 

to  enemy  ground-fire  and  prevent  a  loss  of  surprise.  By  1933  the  USSR 

had  initiated  the  development  of  their  own  aviation-industrial 

complex.  The  beginning  of  development  in  new  equipment  coupled  with 

the  inprovements  in  doctrine  provided  the  impetus  to  fom  larger 
27 

airborne  \jnits. 

The  Leningrad  Military  District's  3rd  Motorized  Airborne  Landing 
Detachment  became  the  3rd  Airborne  Brigade  (Special  Purpose)  in  1933. 
The  brigade  had  a  battalion-size  parachute  detachment,  a  battalion- 
size  motori zed-mechanized  detachment,  an  artillery  battalion,  and  an 
air  group.  Airborne  detachmants  were  also  formed  in  the  other 
military  districts  and  by  1934,  the  Soviet  airborne  force  totalled 
10,000  men.^®  The  Soviets  included  motorized  and  mechanized  forces  in 
these  early  airborne  units,  even  though  they  still  did  not  have 
adequate  transport  to  move  such  a  force. 

Work  continued  on  the  theory  for  airborne  force  employment  and 
airborne  exercises  became  more  elaborate.  A  1933  regulation  described 
that  operational  airborne  assaults  were  conducted  by  a  regiment  or 
brigade  against  objectives  in  the  operational  depth  of  the  defense. 
More  extensive  exercises  in  1934-37  included  the  use  of  airborne 

forces  and  verified  both  the  utility  and  doctrinal  concepts  of 
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airborne  forces  and  tested  deep  operations  theory. 

The  1936  Soviet  Field  Regulation  established  both  deep  battle  and 
deep  operations  as  tenets  of  Soviet  military  art.  Deep  battle  focused 
on  the  attack  of  an  army  against  the  enemy's  tactical  defense.  Deep 
operations  focused  on  operational  attacks  of  fronts  and  armies  at  the 
operational  depth  of  enemy  defenses.  The  1936  regulation  defined  the 
concept  of  deep  operations  as  the  simultaneous  assault  by  aviation  and 
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artillery  to  the  depth  of  the  defense,  penetration  of  the  tactical 
zone  by  tanks,  and  violent  development  of  tactical  success  into 
operational  success  with  the  aim  of  ccrrplete  encirclement  and 
destruction  of  the  enemy.  The  regulation  also  outlined  the  role 
airborne  forces  performed  to  disorganize  the  enemy  in  his  rear  area. 
Airborne  forces  could  also  have  a  decisive  influence  on  the 
destruction  of  the  enemy  along  the  main  axis.  The  concept  enphasized 
simultaneity  through  use  of  mobile  forces  in  deep  operations,  relying 
primarily  on  mechanized  and  tank  forces.  Airborne  forces  played  a 
considerable  supporting  role  and  were  assigned  limited,  yet  possibly 
decisive,  tactical  and  operational  missions.^®  (See  Figure  1,  page 
45.) 

As  the  overall  Soviet  force  structure  continued  to  expand,  the 
airborne  structure  also  grew.  By  1936,  the  Soviet  Army  had  fielded 
three  airborne  brigades  and  by  1939,  the  Soviets  had  six  fully  trained 
airborne  brigades  (3,000  men  each).®^ 

The  military  purges  of  the  late  1930s  wiped  out  Tukhachevsky  and 
other  leading  theorists  of  deep  battle  and  the  generation  of  military 
leaders  who  developed  the  concept  of  mechanized  and  airborne  warfare. 
As  David  Glantz  explained  in  The  Soviet  Airborne  Experience,  the 
irnpact  of  the  military  purges  on  the  Soviet  airborne  forces  is 
-unknown.  Airborne  units  continued  to  expand  in  size  and  number  and 
1940  and  1941  Field  Regulations  retained  the  concepts  from  the  1936 
regulation.  However,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  execution  of 
these  key  founders  of  deep  battle  and  airborne  warfare  "crippled 

further  improvement  of  doctrine  and  imaginative  work  in  perfecting 
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airborne  tactics." 

Specific  missions  assigned  to  airborne  forces  in  1940  and  1941 
regulations  basically  echoed  previous  thoughts  on  airborne  missions. 
Airborne  forces  were  expected  to:  disrupt  army  ccmnnand  and  control 
and  supply  functions;  destroy  ccnmunication  routes;  interrupt  enemy 
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troops,  ariTB,  and  supply  movements;  capture  and  destroy  airfields  and 
bases;  seize  coastal  areas  in  support  of  naval  landings;  reinforce 
troops  in  encirclemait  and  of  mobile  units  operating  in  the  enemy 
rear;  and  fight  against' enemy  airborne  landings  in  one's  own  rear 
area.^^ 

The  Genian  1939  campaign  in  Poland  and  the  1940  campaign  in  France 
showed  Soviet  military  theory  to  have  been  on  the  right  track. 

German  World  War  II  success  in  the  west  was  due  to  the  high  tempo 
operational  offensive  conducted  by  tanks,  aviation,  and  artillery  in 
cooperation  with  motorized  forces  and  airborne  forces.  Tactical 
penetration  was  converted  into  an  operational -strategic  one  by 
introduction  of  mobile  forces  into  the  penetration  and  by  operations 
of  airborne  forces.^^ 

As  war  with  Germany  became  inndnent,  the  Soviets  rushed  to  prepare 
their  forces.  The  airborne  force  was  expanded.  Yet,  in  spite  of  the 
increased  number  of  airborne  forces  and  adequate  doctrine  for 
employment,  severe  equipment  shortages,  mainly  motorized  and 
mechanized  vehicles,  radios,  and  transport  aircraft  would  hinder 
expected  employment  of  the  force.  As  Glantz  also  suggested,  the 
purges  had  eliminated  the  leadership  who  had  the  potential  vision  and 
ability  to  make  deep  operations  possible.  Glantz  cited  inccmpetent 
leadership,  inadequate  weaponry,  and  lack  of  eqmpment  as  the  primary 
reasons  for  initial  Soviet  failures  in  World  War  II. 

The  Soviets  only  used  their  airborne  forces  in  an  operational  role 
twice  during  World  War  II.  They  did,  however,  conduct  nunerous 
tactical  level  operations.  Initially,  airborne  forces  were  used  as 
"fire  brigades"  or  leg  infantry  to  stop  the  deepest  German 
penetrations.^^  However,  in  January  1942,  the  Soviet  High  Conmand 
attempted  to  destroy  an  overextended  and  exhausted  German  Army  Group 
Center  outside  Moscow  and  saw  deep  operations  with  the  use  of  airborne 
forces  as  the  means  of  destroying  the  enemy. 
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The  Soviets  conmitted  the  majority  of  their  rifle  forces  in  an 
offensive  against  the  Germans  and  gathered  its  scarce  mobile  forces  in 
an  attenpt  to  convert  tactical  successes  into  operational  success. 

The  Soviet  mobile  groups  consisted  of  ski  battalions,  cavalry 
divisions  and  corps,  a  few  tank  brigades,  and  its  airborne  forces. 
Initially,  battalion-size  airborne  forces  were  used  in  tactical  and 
diversionary  missions  on  main  army  attack  axes.  In  February  1942,  the 
4th  Airborne  Corps  was  dropped  into  the  German  Army  Group  Center's 
rear  area  near  Vyaz'ma  to  assist  in  the  encirclement  and  destruction 
of  the  German  army  group.  The  airborne  forces  failed  to  achieve 
operational  success  for  they  had  limited  mobility  and  staying  power 
and  ultimately  had  to  fight  encircled  for  four  months  before  breaking 
free  of  the  German  rear  and  rejoining  Soviet  main  forces.  Glantz 
attributed  the  operational  failure  to:  lack  of  the  element  of 
surprise;  poor  intelligence  on  enemy  dispositions;  poor  plaiming; 
inadequate  quantities  of  transport  aircraft;  faulty  coordination  of 
air,  ground,  and  airborne  units;  inaccurate  drop  techniques  which 

scattered  the  airborne  forces;  deficient  weaponry  (artillery  and  heavy 
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weapons);  and  poor  weather. 

The  Soviets  conducted  their  second  and  last  operational  level 
airborne  operation  of  World  War  II  in  September  1943  on  the  Dnepr 
River  line.  The  Soviets  were  conducting  a  broad  front  pursuit  of 
German  forces  who  were  withdrawing  toward  the  Dnepr  River.  The  river 
was  a  significant  obstacle  and  the  Soviets  planned  to  establish 
bridgeheads  across  the  river  before  the  Germans  could  establish  a 
defense.  An  airborne  corps  was  formed  and  assigned  to  the  Voronezh 
Front  ccrmander  for  use  in  the  airborne  operation.  The  airborne 
corps'  mission  "was  to  cooperate  with  the  front  to  secure  a  bridgehead 
on  the  right  bank  of  the  Dnepr  River  near  Velikyi  Bukrin  and  to  widen 

9Q 

and  fortify  the  expanded  bridgehead.' 

Glantz  described  the  Dnepr  operation  as  "a  classic  case  of  how  not 
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to  conduct  an  airborne  operation. The  men  of  the  parachute  units 

were  victims  of  higher  ccnrnand  planning  failures.  Glantz  said  the 

operation  failed  for  many  of  the  same  reasons  that  the  1942  operations 

near  Vyaz'ma  had  failed.  Overall,  more  than  4,500  parachutists  were 

dropped  into  the  Dnepr  River  line  region  and  more  than  60  percent  did 

not  survive  the  airborne  assault  and  month-long  ground  operations. 

The  airborne  force  incurred  the  majority  of  their  casualties  during 

the  airdrop  into  an  area  infested  with  German  defensive  positions. 

Glantz  said  the  airborne  assault  was  a  disaster,  not  only  frcm  Soviet 

paratroopers  jurrping  right  into  the  teeth  of  the  German  defense  but 

also  from  the  scattered  landing  over  a  thirty-by-ninety  kilcaneter  area 
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instead  of  the  planned  ten-by-fourteen  kilometer  area. 

Because  of  the  very  limited  success  of  these  operational  level 
airborne  operations,  the  Soviets  abandoned  the  ideas  of  using  large 
airborne  forces  later  in  the  war.  However,  the  Soviets  studied  the 
reasons  for  failure  of  their  airborne  operations  in  the  war  in  an 
attenpt  to  create  a  sounder  theory  and  doctrine  in  the  futxire.  The 
Soviets  continued  to  build  a  formidable  airborne  force  and  refined 
their  doctrine  based  on  World  War  II  experiences.  Airborne  forces 
retained  a  role  in  operational  maneuver,  however  it  was  a  more  modest 

role  due  to  the  overall  complexity  of  airborne  operations  and  the 
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vulnerability  of  the  force  once  on  the  ground. 

However,  in  the  1960s,  a  "revolution  in  military  affairs"  and 
improved  Soviet  technology  reemphasized  airborne  warfare.  The  Soviets 
regarded  airborne  forces  as  essential  to  high-speed  armored  and 
mechanized  forces  exploiting  the  effects  of  nuclear  fires  deep  into 
enemy  defenses.  Technological  advances  increzised  the  firepower, 
mobility  and  survivability  of  airborne  forces.  Advancements  in  air 
transport;  helicopters  for  transport,  resupply,  and  fire  support; 
airborne  corfcat  vehicles;  light  assault  guns;  light  air  defense 
weapons;  and  cotimuni cations  equipment  made  the  Soviet  airborne  forces 
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a  very  flexible  organization  geared  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  modem 
battlefield.^^ 

In  terms  of  theory  and  doctrine,  the  Soviets  retained  the 
principle  of  simultaneity  from  the  deep  battle  and  deep  operation 
theories  of  the  1920s  and  1930s.  In  the  EM  100-2-1,  The  Soviet  Army; 
Operations  and  Tactics  (1984),  "simultaneity  of  actions"  was  listed  as 
one  of  the  "classic  Russian  military  principles".  The  intent  of 
simultaneity  wais  to  confront  the  enemy  with  more  than  one  situation  to 
deal  with;  keep  the  enemy  reacting  to  situations  that  you  controlled. 
Further,  the  Soviets  included  simultaneity  as  one  of  their  modem 
operational  and  tactical  principles.  Simultaneity  supported  the 
Soviet  reliance  on  the  offense  to  achieve  a  decisive  victory. 
Destruction  of  the  enemy  was  achieved  by  a  resolute  offense  conducted 
at  a  high  tenpo  and  to  great  depth.  The  Soviets  retained  the 
definition  of  simultaneity  from  Tukhachevsky ' s  day.^^ 

The  Soviets  began  to  fulfill  Tukhachevsky 's  vision  of  a  mechanized 
airborne  force  by  motorizing  its  airborne  forces  as  soon  as  jeep-type 
vehicles  became  available.  Later,  in  the  sixties  they  developed  the 
EMD  multipurpose  airborne  armored  vehicle.  In  the  seventies  they 
equipped  first  one- third,  then  one-half  of  their  airborne  battalions 
with  the  EMD;  and  in  the  eighties  they  fielded  fully  mechanized 
airborne  di visions. As  Sinpkin  says,  "It  took  the  Soviet  Army 
almost  35  years  to  bring  this  concept  to  fruition  with  the 
introduction  of  the  BMD  multipurpose  airportable  armoured  vehicle. 

The  introduction  of  the  (rotary-wing)  air  assault  brigade  in  the 
late  1970s  provided  a  new  layer  to  deep  battle  and  deep  operations. 

The  Soviets  long  considered  the  airborne  force  as  an  operational 
formation  and  since  its  creation,  considered  the  air  assault  force 
also  capable  of  achieving  tactical -operational  objectives'^  Both  air 
assault  brigades  and  airborne  regiments  supported  front  operations. 

They  operated  in  close  coordination  with  other  front  forces  to  support 
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front  missions,  like  poietration,  exploitation,  and  destruction  of 
enemy  group  units.  Air  assault  battalions  initially  supported 
tactical  penetrations.  The  front  air  assault  brigade  sv?>ported  the 
lead  elements  of  the  main  attack  army  in  their  operational  penetration 
at  depths  up  to  100  kilometers  and  further  si^ported  exploitation  into 
the  enemy  operational  rear.  Once  the  Soviets  penetrated  enemy  army 
group  defenses,  regimental  (or  more)  airborne  assaults  were  used  at 
depths  up  to  300  kilometers  to  seize  major  terrain  features,  such  as 
river  crossings,  or  to  disrupt  enemy  attempts  to  regroup  or  establish 
new  defenses.  These  deep  airborne  drops  were  only  used  if  reqmred  by 
the  front  offensive  and  if  link  up  with  advancing  ground  elements 
could  occur  within  two  to  three  days  of  the  drop.  The  BMD  equipped 
airborne  forces  would  fight  as  motorized  infantry  in  the  enemy  rear . 
The  Soviets  also  would  use  small  airborne  teams  to  conduct 
diversionary  missions  to  disrupt  enemy  army  group  operations . 

In  the  1980s,  the  Soviets  considered  "Attack  in  Depth"  as  one  of 

the  seven  prerequisites  for  victory  in  a  strategic  offensive  operation 

against  NATO's  Central  Region.  The  Soviets  used  technology  of  the 

1980s  (all  weather  strike  aviation  and  SSMs,  special  forces,  air 

assault  brigades,  mechanized  airborne  regiments,  and  highly  mobile 

ground  forces)  to  execute  theory  from  the  1930s.  The  goal  of 

operations  in  the  enemy's  depth  was  to  erode  his  defense  from  within, 

where  he  was  most  vulnerable.  The  deep  operations  helped  reduce  the 

problems  of  the  main  forces  and  would  ensure  their  rapid  advance. 

Their  rapid  advance  would  help  the  grovps  operating  in  depth;  the 

defender  would  be  denied  the  time  he  needed  to  react  effectively  to 

49 

the  threat  in  his  rear  areas. 

The  table  below  reflects  the  Soviet  planned  vise  of  forces  and 
resources  in  the  1980s  to  achieve  simultaneity.  The  Soviets 
delineated  the  battlefield  into  various  depths  and  designated  the 
force  required  to  exploit  the  vertical  dimension  at  those  depths. 
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This  allowed  the  Soviets  to  apply  ccai±)at  power  on  a  well-balanced  and 
continuous  spectnjm  over  the  entire  depth  of  the  battlefield.^*' 


Table  1.  Soviet  Use  of  Forces  and  Resources 
to  Achieve  Simultaneity.  ^ 


In  agreement  with  Richard  Sinpkin,  this  overlap  of  capabilities 
covering  the  entire  depth  of  the  battlefield  validated  the  principle 
of  simultaneity.  As  Sinpkin  explained,  all  units  would  not  strike 
their  objectives  at  H  hour,  but  rather  two  events  were  considered 
simultaneous  if  they  occurred  within  the  response  time  or  the 
"decision  loop"  of  the  enemy  at  the  level  affected.  Some  of  the  most 
irrportant  actions  depended  on  success  of  other  activities,  for  exarrple 
a  tactical  air  assault  force.  Others  required  a  suitaible  air  or 
electronic  warfare  situation  before  execution. 

The  concept  of  simultaneity  in  the  eyes  of  the  Soviets  and  other 
theorists  such  as  Richard  Siirpkin  has  been  proven  as  a  valid 
fundamental  of  war.  Tukhachevsky  only  had  the  capability  to  extaid 
the  concept  of  simultaneity  to  tactical  depths.  Modem  ccmnanders. 
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with  special  forces,  mechanized  airborne  forces  and  operational 
helicopter  formations  are  very  capable  of  achieving  operational 
success . 

From  analysis  of  Tukhachevsky's  and  his  generation's  writings  on 
the  airborne  role  in  deep  operations  and  the  evolution  of  this  concept 
to  present  day  doctrinal  use  of  airborne  forces  in  deep  operations, 
some  key  criteria  for  operational  level  airborne  operations  are 
identified.  They  are:  sxirprise,  mobility,  firepower,  protection,  and 
link  up  with  a  conventional  force.  The  Soviets  long  emphasized  the 
requirement  for  svurprise,  along  with  deception  and  use  of  darkness  as 
necessary  for  the  success  of  airborne  operations . Mobility  wsis 
considered  essential  for  airborne  forces  back  in  Tukhachevsky's  day  so 
that  once  on  the  ground,  airborne  forces  could  fight  on  equal  terms 
with  enemy  motorized  or  mechanized  forces.  Fighting  on  equal  terms 
also  implied  the  need  for  firepower.  The  mobility  and  firepower 
provided  by  mechanized  and  motorized  vehicles  also  protected  their 
force  against  the  most  likely  threats.  Last,  the  operational  use  of 
an  airborne  force  necessitated  link  up  with  an  advancing  ground  force. 
The  time-distance  between  link  up  was  critical  so  that  the  enemy  felt 
pressure  from  front  and  rear  simultaneously,  and  ultimately  the 
airborne  force  was  relieved  from  the  all-around  pressure  before  its 
combat  power  culminated. 

Richard  Sinpkin  also  describes  the  Soviet  view  of  operational 
planning  which  applied  the  concept  of  simultaneity.  "To  apply  the 
principle  of  simultaneity,  one  must  take  a  bird's-eye  view  of  the 
entire  depth  of  the  operational  area,  or  if  needs  be  the  entire 
theatre. Intelligence  and  an  appreciation  for  the  terrain  are  a 
must.  By  taking  this  bird's  eye  view,  the  planner  sees  the  entire 
depth  of  the  battlefield.  The  planner  must  not  only  take  the  bird's 
eye  view  but  also  plan  from  the  rear  of  it  (the  operational  objective) 
inwards  rather  than  from  the  front  outwards. Figure  2,  on  page  46 
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illustrates  this  Soviet  planning  sequence,  where  the  plan  is  fonred 
from  the  final  operational  objective  back  to  initial  dispositions. 

While  the  Soviet  development  of  airborne  forces  was  influenced  by 
their  historical  experiences,  by  the  1980s  they  had  created  airborne 
forces  capable  of  fully  contributing  to  simultaneous  operations  on  the 
modem  and  future  battlefield.  The  Soviets  determined  that  the  effect 
achieved  from  a  mobile  and  lethal  airborne  force  in  the  enemy's  rear 
was  worth  the  expenditure  of  resources  required  to  execute  the 
airborne  operation.  The  Soviet  concept  for  operational  use  of 
airborne  forces  can  contribute  to  the  US  Army's  current  and  future 
efforts  to  use  all  available  assets  to  achieve  simultaneity. 


III.  The  US  Concept  of  Simultaneous  Operations  and 

Doctrine  for  Use  of  US  Airborne  Forces 

Soviet  authorities  from  Tukhachevsky  onwards  accept  this  principle 
[simultaneity]  as  fundamental,  while  Western  masters  of  manoeuvre 
still  tend  to  pooh-pooh  it.  Richard  E.  Sirrpkin,  1985^ 


The  enemy  is  best  defeated  by  fighting  him  close  and  deep 
simultaneously.  FM  100-5,  1993^' 

Since  Siirpkin's  quote  in  1985  in  reference  to  Western  reluctance 
to  accept  simultaneity  as  a  fundamental  of  warfare,  the  US  military 
has  embraced  the  concept  of  simultaneity.  The  1993  EM  100-5, 
Operations  manual  has  recognized  "simultaneous  operations  throughout 
the  depth  of  the  battlefield"  as  a  means  of  achieving  quick,  decisive 

victory.  Prior  to  the  1993  manual,  the  concept  of  simultaneity  did 

58 

not  exist  in  American  doctrine.  However,  America's  recent  combat 
experiences  in  Panama  and  the  Gulf  War  along  with  advancements  in 
technology  are  reflected  in  the  1993  doctrine.  A  doctrine  which  is 
forward  looking  accommodates  technological  opportunities  which  afford 
soldiers  a  battlefield  advantage.  Simultaneity  has  proven  its  worth 
in  recent  experiences,  it  is  a  technological  reality,  and  is  a  concept 
the  US  has  recognized  it  must  exploit  on  the  next  battlefield. 
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The  Army's  EM  100-5  (1993)  nanual  is  regarded  as  "doctrine  for  the 

full  dimensions  of  the  battlefield  in  a  force-projection 

environment."^®  The  doctrine  has  evolved  as  warfighting  has  evolved 

in  some  key  areas  in  the  last  two  decades.  One  area  of  evolution  is 

from  a  set-piece  sequential  battle  to  simultaneous  operations 

throughout  the  depth  of  the  battlefield.^^ 

While  the  US  concept  of  simultaneous  attack  was  not  formally 

delineated  mtil  1993,  this  new  doctrine  was  employed  in  Operations 

Just  Cause  and  Desert  Storm.  General  Franks,  TRADOC  Commander, 

sv:^)ports  this  in  a  recent  Military  Review  article. 

The  doctrine  establishes  the  concept  of  depth  and  simultaneous 
attack — the  idea  of  presenting  the  enemy  with  a  series  of 
simultaneous  attacks  throughout  the  depth  of  the  battle  space  as 
an  integral  requirement  for  decisive  victory.  This  simultaneous 
application  of  confcat  power  . . .  frames  a  new  preferred  method  that 
results  in  seamless  strategic,  operational  and  tactical  levels  of 
war.  We  saw  this  doctrinal  approach  in  JUST  CAUSE  and  DESERT 
STORM.  ^ 

General  Sullivan  described  Just  Cause  as  the  first  battle  of  the 
21st  century:  "In  that  short,  violent  operation,  we  can  see  the 
future — overwhelming  complementary  combat  power  synchronized  with 
decisive  effect."*®  During  Operation  Just  Cause,  Joint  Task  Force 
(JTF)  South  capitalized  on  the  capabilities  of  its  joint  forces  to 
attack  27  different  objectives  at  virtually  the  sasme  time.  Just  Cause 
has  been  described  as  a  coup  de  main:  an  operation  that  gained 
strategic,  operational  and  tactical  objectives  in  a  single 
operation.*^  Lieutenant  General  Carl  W,  Stiner,  ccmnander  of  JTF 
South  for  the  operation,  best  described  the  concept  of  the  operation: 
"[we]  go  in  at  night  with  overwhelming  confcat  power  on  multiple, 
simultaneous  objectives  to  force  the  PDF  to  surrender  quickly."*® 

In  Desert  Storm,  simultaneity  wa^  reflected  by  the  coalition 
forces  simultaneously  striking  the  Iraqi  forces  in  their  front,  flanks 
and  rear,  disintegrating  the  Iraqi  defense.**  The  operations  of  XVIII 
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Airborne  Corps  best  exenplify  this  use  of  simultaneous  attacks.  The 

current  commander  of  XVIII  Airborne  Corps,  LTG  Hugh  Shelton,  explained 

that  the  versatile  mix  of  armored  and  air  assault  forces 

enabled  the  corps  to  achieve  and  maintain  a  rapid  operational 
teirpo,  striking  deep  into  Iraqi  defenses  and  overwhelming  the 
enemy's  ability  to  respond  in  a  coherent  manner.  The  corps  seized 
and  held  the  initiative  in  DESERT  STORM  by  simultaneously  striking 
enemy  positions  ranging  from  front  lines  to  the  distant  rear  and 
multiple  points  in  between.  Exploiting  the  vertical  dimension,  the 
corps  placed  maneuver  forces  behind  the  enemy.  The  101st  Air 
Assault  used  its  forward-operating  bases  to  stage  even  deeper 
attack  helicopter  missions,  severing  Iraqi  resupply  and  withdrawal 
routes . ° 

Operation  Just  Cause  provides  a  good  model  for  simultaneous 
operations,  although  a  limited  one  in  the  sense  of  the  low-intensity 
threat  environment.  In  Operation  Desert  Storm,  the  overall  ground 
campaign  exhibited  more  of  a  broad  front  concept  to  achieve 
simultaneity,  or  Tukhachevsky's  earliest  concept  before  mobile  ground 
forces  and  airborne  force  made  deep  maneuver  operations  possible. 
However,  the  activities  by  the  armored  and  air  assault  forces  of  XVIII 
Airborne  Corps  came  closest  to  the  simultaneous  operations  envisicmed 
by  the  Soviets  in  the  1980s.  The  XVIII  Airborne  Corps  effectively 
used  its  air  assault  forces  in  a  tactical -operational  role  to  seize 
decisive  points  to  maintain  the  momentum  of  advancing  ground  forces 
and  to  facilitate  future  deep  attack  helicopter  missions. 

The  US  doctrine  does  not  categorize  simultaneity  as  a  principle  of 
war  as  the  Soviets  did,  but  defines  the  concept  in  the  discussion  of 
depth,  one  of  the  taiets  of  Army  operations.  Depth  in  EM  100-5  is 
defined  as  the  extension  of  operations  in  time,  space,  resources,  and 
purpose.  The  manual  describes  the  link  between  depth  and 
simultaneity.  When  commanders  think  in  depth,  they  can  forecast  and 
anticipate  operations.  They  can  sustain  momentum  and  take  advantage 
of  all  available  resovurces  to  press  the  fight,  attacking  enemy  forces 
and  capabilities  simultaneously  throughout  the  battlefield.  Attacks 
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in  depth  at  the  operational  level  requires  coimanders  to  enploy  joint 
assets  with  Army  forces  to  extend  their  ability  to  attack  the  enemy 
simultaneously  throughout  the  battlefield.  Multiple  modes  of  attack 
on  different  targets  in  a  reasonable  sequence  are  used  to  achieve  a 
coimon  objective.  The  intent  of  attacking  the  enemy  simultaneously 

throughout  the  depth  of  the  battlefield  is  to  force  the  enemy  to  fight 

.  68 
on  your  terms. 

The  US  concept  of  simultaneity  and  deep  operations  considers  the 
integrated  application  of  firepower  and  maneuver  as  paramount  to 
success.  Field  Manual  100-5  describes  maneuver  as  the  movement  of 
conbat  forces  to  gain  positional  advantage.  It  is  positioning  forces 
at  decisive  points  to  achieve  surprise,  psychological  shock,  physical 
momentum,  massed  effects,  and  moral  dominance.  Maneuver  also  implies 
the  direct  or  indirect  application  of  lethal  power.  Therefore, 
maneuver  is  rarely  effective  without  firepower  and  protection. 

Firepower  provides  destructive  force  which  is  essentia!  in  defeating 
the  enemy's  ability  and  will  to  fight.  "Protection  conserves  the 
fighting  potential  of  a  force  so  that  ccrannanders  can  apply  it  at  the 
decisive  time  and  place." 

Simultaneous  attacks  achieve  battle  tempo  or  operational  tempo, 
which  directly  affects  the  ability  to  win  quickly  with  minimum 
casualties.  Tempo  "is  the  adsility  to  focus  and  apply  combat  power  at  a 
rate  the  enemjy  cannot  handle  and  in  a  way  that  preserves  the  coherence 
of  friendly  forces."^®  This  capability  to  simultaneously  attack 
multiple  decisive  points  or  the  center  of  gravity  at  the  different 
levels  of  war  concentrates  effect  in  a  short  time  span,  causing 

71 

staggering  shock  at  every  echelon  of  the  enemy  warfighting  system. 

Not  sxirprisingly,  the  US  concept  of  simultaneity  is  similar  to  the 
Soviet  concept.  The  Soviets  determined  that  maneuver  wais  the  decisive 
way  of  achieving  the  effects  of  simultaneity  and  operational  success. 
The  Soviets  planned  to  use  air  assault  and  airborne  forces  to  ensure 
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rapid  advance  of  their  mobile  ground  forces.  The  US,  however, 
advocates  the  integrated  application  of  firepower  and  maneuver.  The 
US  also  foctises  more  on  using  joint  assets  and  fires  for  deep 
operations  than  it  does  the  use  of  maneuver  forces  in  conjunction  with 
supporting  assets. 

While  the  concept  of  simultaneous  operations  is  now  firmly  planted 
in  US  doctrine,  and  our  Army  executed  the  doctrine  fully  in  Just  Cause 
and  partially  in  Desert  Storm,  much  work  lies  ahead  to  inculcate 
simultaneity  and  deep  maneuver  warfare  in  the  minds  and  hearts  of  the 
planners  and  executors  of  Army  operations.  Joint  and  Army  doctrine 
both  eiTf)hasize  simultaneous  operations,  however,  the  approach  to 
operational  planning  remains  a  sequential  approach.  The  cairpaign 
planning  begins  with  positioning  forces  in  a  base  of  operations.  From 
their  base  of  operations  forces  move  along  lines  of  operation  to 
decisive  points  where  they  can  get  to  the  enemy  center  of  gravity.  In 
other  words,  the  operational  planning  starts-  from  the  outside  and  then 
works  its  way  in  toward  the  enemy's  center  of  gravity.  The  focus  is 
on  the  center  of  gravity,  but  the  method  for  getting  at  it  is  a  phased 
approach.  This  was  not  the  case  in  Just  Cause,  but  was  certainly  the 
case  in  Desert  Storm.  It  remains  to  be  seen  how  effectively  future 
planners  will  integrate  simultaneous  and  sequential  operations. 

The  US  operational  level  commander  has  numerous  resources 
available  to  execute  simultaneous  operations:  air  and  naval 
operations,  fires,  space  assets.  Special  Operations  Forces  (SOF),  and 
maneuver.  The  operational  level  cottmander  integrates  and  synchronizes 
interdiction  by  air  and  naval  forces  to  complement  maneuver.  Fires 
provided  by  air,  naval  and  army  aissets  also  complement  maneuver. 

Attack  aviation  and  Arn^^  Tactical  Missile  Systems  (ATACMS)  are  fires 
readily  available  to  the  operational -level  ground  conmander. 

Operational  intelligence  is  crucial  to  successful  sinaaltaneous 
operations  and  the  conmander  has  systems  which  can  provide  near  real 
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time  information,  such  as  the  Joint  Surveillance  and  Target  Attack 
Radar  System  (JSTARS)  and  Unmanned  Aerial  Vehicles  (UAVs).  Space 
assets  also  provide  intelligence  in  the  form  of  imagery,  but  may 
provide  their  greatest  contribution  in  the  form  of  satellite 
coranunications.  Special  Operations  Forces  have  the  capability  to 
perform  reconnaissance  and  diversionary  missions  in  the  enemy  rear. 

The  ccjnrander  may  also  have  a  versatile  mix  of  maneuver  forces  to 
execute  simultaneous  operations.  Airborne  and  air  assault  forces, 
attack  aviation  units,  and  high-speed  armor  forces  can  thrust  deep  to 
seize  operational  objectives.  The  essence  of  simultaneity  is  in 
placing  more  demands  on  the  enemy  than  he  can  handle. 

The  operational  level  conmander  has  a  substantial  arsenal  of  tools 
with  which  to  execute  simultaneous  operations  and  air  assault  and 
airborne  forces  may  be  scxne  of  his  resources.  The  XVIII  Airborne 
Corps  effectively  used  air  assault  forces  in  Desert  Storm  to  tactical - 
operational  depths.  However,  the  airborne  assault  capability 
avail eible  to  both  XVIII  Corps  and  the  theater  in  Desert  Storm  was  not 
used.  The  current  doctrine  mentions  that  airborne  forces  play  a  role 
in  simultaneous  operations,  yet  the  importance  of  this  role  is  not 
identified  nor  was  it  exercised  in  the  mid  to  high-intensity  threat 
environment  of  Desert  Storm. 

The  US  doctrine  for  airborne  operations  is  contained  in  EM  90-26, 
Airborne  Operations  (1990).  This  manual  does  not  reflect  the  concept 
of  simultaneity.  The  manual  defines  the  mission  of  airborne  forces: 
to  execute  parachute  assaults  to  destroy  the  enany  and  to  seize  and 
hold  important  objectives  until  linkvp  is  accorplished.  Airborne 
forces  can  be  employed  at  the  strategic,  operational,  or  tactical 
levels  of  war.  Specifically,  airborne  forces  can  be  used  anywhere 
in  the  theater  of  war  for  operational  missions.  They  attack  deep  to 
achieve  operational  level  objectives,  such  as  airfields,  bridges,  or 
other  key  terrain  deep  in  the  enemy's  rear  area.  These  missions  are 
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linked  to  the  operational  contender's  concept  and  support  his 
accorplishment  of  assigned  tasks.  These  airborne  operations  are 
usually  short  and  require  a  linkup  with  other  friendly  forces  or 
extraction  of  the  airborne  force.  Operation  Market  Garden  in  the  fall 

of  1944  is  a  good  exanple  of  an  operational  mission  to  seize  decisive 
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points  to  facilitate  operational  maneuver. 

The  doctrine  illustrates  the  inherent  jointness  of  airborne 
operations.  The  airborne  force  depends  on  US  Air  Force  (USAF) 
aircraft  for  air  superiority,  air  movement,  fire  support  and  resupply. 
The  USAF  is  a  key  player  in  neutralization  and  joint  suppression  of 
enemy  air  defenses  (JSEAD).^^  The  USAF  helps  isolate  the  airborne 
objective  by  attacking  ground  forces  which  can  react  against  the 
airborne  forces.  USAF  can  neutralize  or  destroy  enemy  radar, 
ccmnuni cation  facilities,  and  reserves  near  the  objective. 

As  already  stated,  intelligence  is  crucial  to  operational  level 
airborne  assaults.  The  operational  level  cormand  supports  the 
airborne  force  by  finding  out  four  things  about  the  enemy.  First,  the 
operational  level  comnand  must  look  for  the  enemy  air  defense  array  to 
determine  the  gaps  and  exploit  these  gaps  with  JSEAD.  Enemy  air 
defense  capability  will  affect  the  feasibility  of  any  airborne 
operation.  Second,  enemy  artillery  that  can  range  the  proposed  drop 
zone  must  be  identified  and  targeted.  This  is  the  enemy's  most 
responsive  means  of  engaging  a  surprise  airborne  landing  in  his  rear 
area.  Third,  cotmand  and  control  nodes  which  can  direct 
counterattacks  against  the  airborne  landing  must  be  identified  and 
neutralized.  Finally,  enemy  mobile  reserves  which  can  react  to  the 
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deep  operation  are  identified  and  targeted  for  interdiction. 

The  airborne  force  uses  three  basic  methods  for  attacking  a 
strategic,  operational,  or  tactical  objective: 

1.  Jumping  or  landing  on  top  of  the  objective  is  used  for 
attacking  a  small  objective  that  is  fortified  against  ground  attack. 
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2.  Jurtping  or  landing  near  the  objective  is  best  for  capture 
of  a  lightly  defended  objective  that  must  be  seized  intact  such  as  a 
bridge. 

3.  Junping  or  landing  at  a  distance  from  the  objective  is  the 

technique  least  often  used.  This  method  is  used  when  airborne  forces 

must  seize  large  objectives  by  conducting  a  deliberate  attack.  The 

drop  zone  is  selected  to  provide  security  and  preserve  the  airborne 

76 

force.  In  all  three  methods,  surprise  is  critical. 

The  exact  configuration  of  the  airborne  force  for  an  operational 
level  airborne  assault  in  the  theater  of  operations  depends  on  the 
mission,  enemy  situation,  terrain  in  the  objective  area,  friendly 
troops  and  joint  support  available,  and  time  available,  or  "METT-T". 
The  82d  Airborne  Division's  Readiness  Standing  Operating  Procedures 
(RSOP)  outlines  eight  generic  force  packages  and  twenty-two 
incremental  force  packages  for  strategic  through  tactical  planning 
purposes In  a  mid  to  high-intensity  threat  environment,  the 
initial  brigade  task  force  would  probably  be  similar  to  an  Airfield 
Seizure  Package  (Medium).  This  package  consists  of:  tailored 
division,  brigade,  and  artillery  battalion  assault  Comnand  Posts 
(Cps);  two  tailored  battalion  task  forces;  anti-armor  caTpany(-)  with 
4  TOMs;  armor  platoon  of  4  M551  Sheridan  tanks;  field  artillery 
battery;  air  defense  battery(-);  two  engineer  platoons;  military 
police  platoon;  signal  package;  CBHI  detachment;  and  logistic/medical 
si;5>port.  Aviation  assets  would  also  be  included  in  this  package,  such 
flis  UH60  Blackhawks  and  AH58D  Kiowa  Warriors,  and  they  would  self¬ 
deploy  if  within  range  of  the  airhead  or  would  airland.  Corps  would 
also  atigment  the  division  with  aviation  assets  to  support  the  brigade 
task  force.  Additionally,  combat  service  support  for  72  hoxir 
operations  is  in  the  airland  echelon. 

Most  importantly,  the  METT-T  consideration  which  has  the  greatest 
impact  on  airborne  operations  is  the  airlift  available.  For  strategic 
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deployment  of  the  Division  Ready  Brigade  (DRB),  sufficient  airlift  is 
made  available.  However,  during  major  ground  operations  within  the 
theater  of  operations,  supporting  an  operational  airborne  operation  of 
even  a  brigade-sized  task  force  requires  significant  effort  by  the 
theater  cotimand.  It  will  require  the  decision  by  the  theater 
conmander  to  assemble  adequate  airlift  and  may  require  him  to 
apportion  some  of  his  strategic  airlift  to  execute  the  airborne 
operation.  The  ccnmand  must  also  consider  follow-on  support  to  the 
airborne  task  force,  such  as  incremental  packages,  if  required,  and 
daily  resupply. 

The  82d  Airborne  Division  has  numerous  assets  to  augmait  a  brigade 
task  force  conducting  an  airborne  assault.  Additionally,  the  XVIII 
Airborne  Corps  and  the  operational  level  conmand  have  resources  to 
improve  the  intelligence,  firepower,  and  protection  of  the  airborne 
task  force.  A  properly  synchronized  plan  at  the  operational  level 
will  also  ensure  link  up  with  airborne  force  by  advancing  ground 
forces  within  the  required  72  hoiars.  However,  the  one  criteria  the 
higher  levels  are  severely  limited  in  improving  the  airborne  task 
force  is  mobility. 

The  82d  Airborne  Division  must  rely  on  an  organization  that  has 
changed  little  in  terms  of  mobility  since  the  World  War  II  operational 
level  airborne  assaults  into  Normandy  and  Nijmegen.  Today's  airborne 
battalion,  which  is  the  building  block  for  brigade-sized  task  forces, 
has  no  organic  vehicles  in  its  three  rifle  connpanies  and  its  scout 
platoon  is  also  foot  mobile.  Whatever  the  configuration  of  the 
airborne  assault  force  package,  whether  it  include  M551  Sheridan 
tanks,  anti -armor  ccmpanies  with  vehicle  mounted  TCWs,  or  aviation 
brigade  assets,  the  infantry  rifle  coirpanies  and  reconnaissance 
platoons  have  the  mobility  of  the  boot  once  on  the  ground. 

The  airborne  brigade  can  augment  the  airborne  infantry  battalions 
with  M35  2  1/2  ton  trucks  for  mobility  but  these  must  be  airlanded. 
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These  vehicles  only  offer  rapid  movement  and  provide  little  in  the  way 
of  firepower  or  protectioi.  Additionally,  division  can  provide  OH60 
Blackhawk  assault  helicopters  but  they  must  either  self-deploy  to  the 
airhead  or  must  airland  on  transport  aircraft.  Unlike  the  Soviets  who 
had  transformed  their  foot  mobile  airborne  forces  of  World  War  II  into 
mechanized  airborne  forces  of  the  1980s,  the  US  airborne  forces  do  not 
have  secondary  mobility.  Near  term  force  modernization  of  the  82d 
Airborne  Division  does  not  provide  any  additional  mobility  for  the 
airborne  battalions.  This  lack  of  secondary  mobility  severely  limits 
the  operational  employmait  of  airborne  forces  on  the  next  battlefield. 


IV.  Mequacy  of  US  Doctrine  and  Organization 

The  whole  idea  of  dropping  onto  or  very  near  the  objective, 
assembling,  and  seizing  the  objective  before  the  enemy  could  nake 
any  substantial  response  stenmed  from  the  fact  that,  once  down, 
paratroops  had  the  mobility  of  the  boot.  Incapable  of  maneuver  and 
short  of  heavy  equipment,  they  were  at  the  mercy  of  evea  the 
lightest  mechanized  security  force  until  they  had  completed  their 
mission  and  dug  in  or  evaded.  By  contrast,  the  last  thing 
mechanized  airborne  troops  want  to  do  is  to  drop  onto  or  near 
their  objective,  forfeiting  tactical  surprise  and  exposing 
themselves  to  battle  when  at  their  weakest.  Ideally  they  should  go 
in  at  a  point  an  hour  or  more  from  two  or  three  possible 
objectives,  before  the  development  of  friendly  ground  force  or 
rotary-wing  action  discloses  which  is  the  most  probable  one. 

Richard  E.  Simpkin®® 

Much  can  be  learned  from  the  Soviet  concept  of  simultaneity  and 
the  use  of  its  airborne  forces.  Richard  Simpkin  highlights  above  the 
mobility  disparity  between  the  Soviet  airborne  forces  of  the  1980s  and 
the  US  airborne  forces  of  today.  While  the  capstone  doctrine  in  FM 
100-5  captures  the  essence  of  simultaneous  operations,  the  doctrine 
for  and  the  organization  of  US  airborne  forces  severely  limits  the  use 
of  airborne  operations  to  contribute  to  simultaneous  operations. 

Since  Tukhachevsky's  day,  the  Soviets  recognized  the  inportance  of 
the  airborne  mission  to  simultaneous  operations  and  operational 
success.  Soviet  planners  of  the  late  1980s  still  concluded  that 
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airborne  force  enployment  was  essential  for  ccaiduct  of  modem 

81 

offensive  operations,  with  or  without  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons. 

The  Soviets  devoted  more  than  60  years  to  the  development  of  their 
airborne  forces  and  maintained  many  of  the  theories  developed  in  the 
1920s  and  1930s.  They  "built  on  their  pre-World  War  II  theories, 

early  exercises,  numerous  experiments  and  over  50  airborne  operations 
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during  World  War  II."  Their  extensive  analysis  and  experiments 

resulted  in  force  structure  changes,  equipment  developments  and 

improved  operational  concepts.  As  a  result  of  their  continued  effort 

to  correct  mistakes  from  the  past  and  better  their  equipment,  the 

Soviets  markedly  improved  the  mobility,  firepower,  and  protection  of 

their  airborne  forces.  The  Soviet  airborne  forces  of  the  1980s  were 
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considered  second  to  none. 

The  US,  however,  has  not  made  the  effort  the  Soviets  have  in 
development  and  modernization  of  airborne  forces.  The  US  has  failed 
to  modernize  its  airborne  forces  despite  the  need  for  a  fut\ire 
strategic  forced  entry  capability  against  the  increased  power  and 
sophistication  of  Third  World  armies.  Because  the  US  has  failed  to 
modernize  its  airborne  force,  it  currently  has  an  airborne 
organization  and  doctrine  that  is  fifty  years  old.  A  ccrparison  of 
the  1980s  Soviet  to  a  1990s  US  airborne  doctrine  and  organization 
highlights  this  disparity. 

The  analysis  of  Soviet  operational  airborne  missions  revealed  that 
the  missions  had  significantly  changed  since  World  War  II.  Airborne 
units  had  limited  missions  in  World  War  II:  to  capture  objectives  and 
hold  them  until  advancing  forces  could  link  up.  The  depth  of  these 
objectives  did  not  exceed  100  kilometers  frcm  the  advancing  ground 
forces;  the  duration  of  the  combat  was  short.  Tactical  mobility  was 
extremely  limited,  hence  the  airborne  force  performed  mainly  defensive 
operations  once  on  the  gromd.  The  airborne  forces  also  had 
insufficient  weapons  to  deal  with  enemy  tanks.  To  overcome  these 


30 


shortcomings  and  to  contribute  to  offensive  maneuver  and  operational 

success,  the  Soviets  designed  and  produced  the  airlift  aircraft  and 
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airborne  equipment  required  to  realize  their  concepts. 

In  line  with  the  capabilities  of  Soviet  airborne  forces  and  their 
role  in  operational  maneuver  and  simultaneous  operations,  1980s  Soviet 
operational  level  missions  were  both  offensive  and  defensive  in 
nature.  They  could  assault  to  a  depth  of  several  hundred  kilometers 
(100  -  300)  in  sv^jport  of  array  or  front  missions.  They  were  capable 
of  destroying  operational -tactical  nuclear  weapons,  iirportant  cottmand 
posts  and  installations  in  the  aieray  rear;  interdicting  the 
operational  reserves;  assisting  the  advance  of  ground  troops; 
capturing  airfields;  capturing  islands,  straits,  ports,  naval  bases 
and  beaches  to  suqpport  contat  operations;  and  assisting  in  encircling 
and  destroying  large  enemy  groupings.  The  ability  of  the  Soviet 

airborne  to  accomplish  these  missions  was  danonstrated  on  numerous 
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large-scale  exercises  in  the  1970s  and  80s. 

The  US  operational  level  airborne  ndssians,  outlined  in  EM  90-26, 
are  essentially  the  same  missions  assigned  to  US  and  Soviet  airborne 
forces  in  World  War  II.  The  missions  are  seizing  and  holding  vital 
objectives  behind  enemy  lines  until  link  up  with  advancing  ground 
forces.  This  need  for  a  link  up  with  ground  forces  within  three  days 
suggests  a  fairly  shallow  depth  for  the  eissault,  probably  less  than 
150  kilometers.^^  In  the  Soviet  Army  of  the  1980s,  this  was  a  mission 
for  their  air  assault  brigade.  Their  airborne  regiments  were  used  for 
deeper  operations  in  accordance  with  their  layer  approach  to 
simultaneous  attacks  throughout  the  depth  of  the  battlefield. 

Likewise,  in  the  US  Army/  this  is  a  tactical -operational  mission  best 
suited  for  and  within  the  capability  of  US  air  assault  forces.  While 
the  Soviets  had  clear,  attainable  operational  missions  for  their 
airborne  forces,  the  US  has  limited,  defensive  and  tactically  oriented 
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missions  for  a  low  to  mid-intensity  threat  environment. 
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The  US  doc±rine  for  methods  of  conducting  airborne  assaults  to 
attack  operational  objectives  rates  jumping  on  top  of  the  objective  as 
most  preferred,  followed  by  near  the  objective.  Juttping  at  a  distance 
from  the  objective  is  least  preferred.  This  is  the  case  because  the 
US  airborne  division  does  not  have  the  tactical  mobility  to  maneuver 
rapidly  once  on  the  ground.  Essentially,  the  US  wants  to  avoid  the 
legendary  "Bridge  Too  Far"  suffered  by  the  British  1st  Airborne 
Division  in  their  failed  attempt  to  seize  the  Arnhem  bridges  during 
Operation  Market  Garden,  September  1944.  The  1st  Airborne  Division 
was  dropped  six  miles  from  the  Arnhem  bridges  because  the  Royal  Air 
Force  over-rated  the  German  air  defense  around  the  drop  zones  closer 
to  the  bridges.  The  1st  Airborne  Division  failed  to  seize  the  bridges 
due  to  stiff  German  resistance  and  counterattacks  by  mobile  armored 
forces.  The  1st  Airborne  Division  did  not  have  sufficient  vehicles  on 
the  ground  in  the  first  crucial  hours  of  the  operation  to  rapidly  move 
to  and  seize  the  bridges  while  they  still  maintained  the  element  of 
surprise.  The  1st  Airborne  Division  was  destroyed  before  the  main 
ground  force,  the  British  XXX  Corps,  could  link  up. 

This  US  airborne  requirement  to  drop  on  or  near  the  objective  is 
exactly  what  Simpkin  argues  against.  A  brigade  task  force  from  the 
82d  Airborne  Division  normally  must  conduct  a  parachute  assault  to 
seize  an  airfield  in  the  enemy  rear  area  for  subsequent  airlanding  of 
si^jport  forces.  This  reliance  on  an  airfield  allows  the  enemy  to 
focus  his  air  defense  threat  against  the  most  likely  locations  for 
assaults  in  his  rear.  Simulations  of  an  airdrop  to  seize  an  airfield 
ccxisistently  predicted  losses  of  two  to  three  aircraft  to  shoulder 
fired  surface-to-air  missiles  (SflMs),  even  after  extensive  suppression 
of  enemy  air  defense  (SEAD)  eliminated  all  fixed  Air  Defense  Artillery 
(ADA)  sites.  However,  no  aircraft  were  lost  in  simulations  of  an 
airdrop  outside  the  ADA  threat.  In  this  simulation,  a  100%  mobile 
airborne  battalion  was  airdropped  away  from  its  objective  (up  to  30 
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kilometers)  and  had  mobility  chi  the  groimd  to  maneuver  rapidly  to 
seize  its  objective.^  While  an  airborne  drop  on  top  of  an  enemy 
objective  is  still  possible  in  some  situations,  this  method  appears 
more  unlikely  with  modem  threat  air  defense  weapons. 

The  greatest  disparity  in  current  US  and  1980s  Soviet  airborne 
forces  is  tactical  mobility  of  the  force  once  its  on  the  ground.  The 
82d  Airborne  Division  is  still  primarily  foot  mobile.  In  the  Soviet 
mechanized  airborne  forces,  nobody  walked."  The  development  of  the 
BMD  allowed  forces  to  land  some  distance  from  their  objective  and 
maneuver  to  attack  several  targets  with  some  degree  of  security  and 
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surprise.  The  BMD  provided  not  only  mobility  but  also  firepower. 
Mobility  and  mechanized  vehicles  provide  a  significant  level  of 
protection  over  dismounted  troops  against  both  mechanized  Qiemy 
counterattacks  and  artillery  strikes. 

An  analysis  of  US  airborne  capabilities  against  the  criteria  for 
operational  employment  of  airborne  forces  in  simultaneous  operations 
reveals  no  startling  conclusions.  The  US  doctrine  emphasizes  surprise 
the  adrbome  division,  corps,  and  supporting  joint  assets  have 
substantial  firepower  capabilities  to  support  an  airborne  operation. 
Protection  is  insufficient  if  the  airborne  force  is  targeted  by  enemy 
artillery  or  opposed  by  mechanized  counterattack  forces.  Link  up  with 
the  airborne  force  by  a  ground  force  is  a  fundamental  concept  of  US 
airborne  operations  today  as  it  was  in  World  War  II,  however  the 
operational  depth  is  limited  as  it  was  in  World  War  II.  Due  to  lack 
of  tactical  mobility,  the  airborne  force  must  drop  on  .or  near  its 
objective  which  may  make  the  airborne  operation  infeasible  with  modem 
enemy  ADA  capabilities.  If  the  drop  is  feasible,  the  airborne  force 
is  constrained  to  defensive  missions  primarily,  and  it  loses  all 
potential  for  further  surprise  and  security  once  on  the  ground. 

The  Soviets  showed  vision  and  unity  of  effort  to  develop  their 
airborne  forces  as  an  essential  part  of  their  deep  operations 
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capability.  Most  inportantly,  becaiise  of  their  central  Eurasian 
geostrategic  position,  the  Soviets  were  already  strategically  located 
and  were  able  to  focus  on  developinent  of  an  airborne  force  and  airlift 
to  achieve  operational  depths.  The  Soviets  did  not  bear  the  burden  of 
providing  an  airborne  force  that  first  and  foremost  imist  be 
strategically  deployaJale.  The  US  has  felt  this  tension  between 
strategic  and  tactical  mobility  since  World  War  II  and  correctly  has 
opted  for  strategic  mobility.  In  light  of  the  next  battlefield,  can 
the  US  still  afford  not  to  modernize  the  doctrine  and  capability  of 
its  airborne  forces? 


V.  Conclusions 

There  is  only  one  means  of  preventing  decay — never  to  stop 
growing,  never  to  beconrve  slaves  to  the  present  or  the  past,  never 
to  hesitate  attempting  something  new  for  fear  of  making  a 
mistake. J.F.C.  Fuller 

Today's  US  airborne  force  has  limited  utility  as  an  operaticaial 
maneuver  force  in  simultaneous  operations  on  the  next  battlefield. 
Airborne  force  doctrine  suggests  the  use  of  airborne  forces  in  a 
defensive  role  only,  to  drop  onto  the  objective  and  hold  it  to  support 
advancing  ground  maneuver.  While  the  airborne  doctrine  can  be  fixed 
to  better  sipport  simultaneous  operations,  the  current  organization  of 
the  airborne  division  limits  its  use  on  the  next  battlefield.  The 
sophisticated  threat  on  the  next  battlefield  will  severely  constrict 
where  and  how  the  airborne  force  can  be  used.  Most  likely,  use  of 
airborne  forces  in  an  operational  maneuver  role  will  be  limited  to 
situations  where  the  threat  is  predcminantly  light  infantry,  like  in 
Grenada  and  Panama.  The  82d  Airborne  Division  will  retain  its 
inportant  strategic  crisis  response  capability,  however,  versatility 
and  simultaneous  operations  demand  a  greater  contribution  from  this 
airborne  force. 

The  airborne  force  can  play  a  significant  role  in  the  attainment 
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of  operational  objectives  in  simultaneous  operations.  Simultaneity  is 
achieved  through  maneuver  of  a  well-balanced  attack  by  grotmd  forces, 
air  assault  and  airborne  forces  cotrplemented  by  joint  assets  available 
to  the  ccnnander.  Maneuver  is  the  movement  of  ccntot  forces  to  gain 
positional  advantage.  It  is  positioning  forces  at  decisive  points  to 
achieve  surprise,  psychological  shock,  physical  momentun,  massed 
effects,  and  moral  danrdnance.  The  airborne  force  is  ideally  suited  to 
achieve  these  effects  in  the  enemy  rear. 

To  improve  the  capability  of  the  airborne  force  to  contribute  to 
simultaneous  operations,  the  US  Army  must  take  a  fresh  look  at 
operational  level  planning,  update  the  airborne  doctrine,  and 
modernize  the  82d  Airborne  Division. 

Richard  Sinpkin's  alternate  view  of  operational  planning,  based  on 
the  Soviet  technique,  offers  a  method  worth  caisidering.  By  taking  a 
bird’s  eye  view,  the  planner  sees  the  entire  depth  of  the  battlefield. 
He  does  not  fall  into  the  trap  of  just  focusing  on  the  tactical  depth, 
as  would  someone  at  ground  level  who  would  only  see  the  oiemy  forces 
to  his  front.  Sinpkin  believed  that  Western  attritioi  oriented  forces 
demonstrate  this  pedestrian  viewpoint.  The  addict  of  attrition  is 
prevQited  from  taking  the  bird's  eye  view  which  maneuver  theory 
requires  because  of  his  preoccupation  with  attritional  warfare.  "This 
makes  him  regard  any  success  as  better  than  none.  He  therefore 
concentrates  on  success  in  "Phase  1"  and  sees  anything  beyond  this  as 
a  bonus. While  the  US  executed  simultaneous  operations  in  Just 
Cause,  the  Army  has  yet  to  prove  it  has  overcome  purely  sequential 
planning  and  can  now  effectively  integrate  simultaneous  operations. 

Sinpkin  asserts  that  the  addicts  of  attrition,  or  Western 
planners,  must  first  convince  themselves  that  the  means  for  conducting 
simultaneous  operations  do  exist.  Next,  the  Western  planner  must 
accept  the  Soviet  concept  that  "the  operational  aim  is  of  a  higher 
order  of  inportance  than  the  tactical  aims  which  go  towards  its 
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attaiimsnt .  With  this  acccxrplished,  the  planner  can  then  plan  from 
the  rear  of  it  inwards,  or  from  the  operational  objective  back  toward 
initial  dispositions.  This  reversal  of  mental  approach  may  become 
easier  if  one  also  appreciates  that,  in  maneuver  theory,  "an 
objective — certainly  an  operational  objective — is  not  a  chunk  of  real 
estate  but  an  enemy  force  or  a  key  enemy  facility."  The  planner 
must  not  only  focus  first  on  the  operational  objective  but  consider 
the  combination  of  assets  which  will  provide  the  quickest  and  greatest 
chance  of  achieving  the  objective:  joint,  ground  maneuver,  airborne 
forces,  air  assault  forces  and  SOF. 

Along  with  taking  an  alternate  approach  to  operational  planning, 
the  US  Army  must  update  its  airborne  doctrine.  The  1980s  Soviet 
operational  airborne  missions  are  the  type  of  offensive  missicns  the 
US  airborne  must  be  capable  of  accomplishing  to  fully  support 
simultaneous  operations.  Suitable  operational  missions  for  a  highly 
mobile  airborne  force  are:  destroying  weapons  of  mass  destruction, 
important  conmand  posts  and  installations  in  the  enemy  rear; 
interdicting  the  operational  reserves;  assisting  the  advance  of  ground 
troops;  capturing  airfields;  and  capturing  ports,  naval  bases  and 
beaches  to  sipport  coniat  operations.  While  the  US  air  assault  forces 
have  a  tactical -operational  depth  capability  and  a  role  in 
simultaneoxas  operations,  only  the  airborne  force  provides  the  layer 
required  for  deeper  operations.  Airborne  assaults  in  the  future  must 
be  conducted  some  distance  away  from  heavily  defended  objectives.  The 
subsequent  ground  attack  to  the  objective  with  or  without  significant 
joint  and  aviation  support  against  a  modem  mechanized  enemy  requires 
an  offensively  designed  and  equipped  force.  However,  until  the 
airborne  force  is  modernized,  specifically  motorized,  the  doctrine  for 
the  operational  use  of  airborne  forces  must  remain  the  same  —  limited 
and  defensive  in  nature. 

To  best  support  simultaneous  operations  against  a  sophisticated 
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threat  c«n  the  next  battlefield,  the  82d  Airborne  Division  must  be 
designed  and  equipped  to  conduct  offensive  operations.  Airborne 
assaults  conducted  away  from  heavily  air  defended  objectives  requires 
an  airborne  force  that  is  tactically  mobile.  All  airborne  equipment 
which  provides  combat  power  and  tactical  mobility  must  be  air 
droppable.  The  force  must  shed  its  reliance  on  seizing  airfields  for 
the  future  threat  may  be  capable  of  preventing  airlanding.  The 
airborne  force  must  be  motorized  and  have  a  significant  anti-armor 
capability  to  fight  on  equal  terms  with  a  mechanized  or  armored  aiemy 
counterattack  force. 

The  lack  of  tactical  mobility  in  the  82d  Airborne  Division  is  the 
primary  inhibitor  to  its  use  in  simultaneous  operations  on  the  next 
battlefield.  Recognition  of  the  tactical  shortcomings  of  the  division 
is  not  new;  US  leaders  from  General  Eisenhower  on  have  acknowledged 
the  limitations  of  the  airborne  division  once  it  touched  down.  Many 
sources  are  available  that  have  analyzed  the  curr«it  organization  of 
the  airborne  division  and  recommend  improvements  to  modernize  the 
force  to  meet  the  21st  century  challenges.  In  all  cases,  the 
challenge  for  the  airborne  force  is  "bang  for  the  ft3"  —  how  to  get 
the  most  flexibility  and  firepower  from  the  severely  constrained 
volunne  of  airlift  available. 

With  this  in  mind,  any  design  of  the  82d  Airborne  Division  should 
proceed  from  the  following  assvsrptions: 

1.  Strategic  airlift  will  renain  limited.  Forty  C17s  will 

improve  this,  situation  in  1997,  but  the  future  of  the  C17  program 
97 

remains  uncertain. 

2.  The  division  design  must  continue  to  meet  the  one-third 
ready  concept  (I2?B)  for  strategic  deployment. 

3.  Air  defense  weapons  avadlable  to  Third  World  armies  will 
be  significant. 

4.  Improved  tactical  mobility  is  possible,  but  with 
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concopnitant  reduction  in  numbers  of  infantry  soldiers. 

5.  The  greatest  immediate  gain  in  lift  available  versus 
firepower  is  in  the  area  of  fire  support.  Precision  standoff 
munitions,  irrproved  joint  ccranuni cations ,  and  air  support  can  assume 
some  of  the  load  and  the  airborne  force  can  lighten  up  its  fire 
support . 

Two  recent  studies  worth  noting  reccmn^end  motorizing  the  airborne 
force,  the  first  with  a  reduction  in  infantry  soldiers  and  the  second 
through  prepositioning  of  equipment  with  no  reduction  in  force  size. 

James  R.  Lunsford's  thesis  provides  an  in-depth  analysis  and 
recornmendation  to  modernize  the  82d  Airborne  Division  to  succeed  in  a 
future  threat  environment.  He  reccrrmends  a  mix  of  standard  airborne 
battalions  and  Enhanced  Mobility  Airborne  Battalions  (EMABs)  in  the 
division.  The  EMAB  is  100%  mobile  (HMFWV  squad  carriers  with  Mk-19 
Grenade  Launchers)  and  replaces  the  DRB  (Medium)  for  strategic 
deployment.  The  EMAB  uses  approximately  the  same  amount  of  strategic 
eiirlift  as  the  DRB.  It  has  33%  of  the  infantry  of  the  medium  DRB,  but 
increased  firepower.  However,  for  operational  enployment  in  a  theater 
of  operations,  a  theater  cantmander  will  be  hard-pressed  to  assemble 
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the  airlift  to  airdrop  this  force. 

Another  detailed  study  on  modernization  of  the  airborne  division 
is  John  Nicholson's  "America's  Middleweight  Force:  Enhancing  the 
Versatility  of  the  82nd  Airborne  Division  for  the  21st  Century".^*  In 
his  mcxiograph,  Nicholson  provides  an  innovative  approach  to 
modernizing  the  division.  Prepositioning  force  enhancement  packages 
around  the  world  and  using  intratheater  airlift  to  transport  the 
packages  into  a  lodgement  or  the  theater  of  operations  appears  to  be 
an  affordable  way  to  address  the  shortcomings  of  the  division.  The 
force  packages  include  HKWWVs  to  make  the  rifle  conpanies  and  scout 
platoons  of  the  lead  brigade  tactically  mobile.  This  reconrmendation 
enhances  the  mobility  and  firepower  of  the  lead  DRB  in  theater  without 
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fxirther  stressing  strategic  (intertheater)  airlift. 

In  both  reconmendations  proposed  above,  the  theater  coranander 
would  have  an  airborne  force  with  tactical  mobility  that  can  be 
tailored  to  the  operational  mission.  A  motorized  82d  Airborne 
Division  appears  to  be  the  answer  to  future  airborne  operational 
requiremaits  in  simultaneous  operations.  A  motorized  82d  Airborne 
Division  becomes  a  mobile,  more  lethal  force  which  is  still  capable  of 
accomplishing  dismounted  infantry  operations,  when  required.^®® 

However,  evai  a  fully  motorized  airborne  battalion  as  it  is  currently 
COTifigured  will  most  likely  exceed  available  airlift  for  an 
operational  airborne  assault.  The  best  alternative  to  both  the 
strategic  and  operational  requirannents  is  a  redesigned  airborne  force 
which  is  smaller,  more  mobile,  more  lethal  and  which  relies  on 
enhanced  firepower  from  corps.  Army,  and  joint  assets.  This  is  a 
force  that  will  be  deployable  strategically  and  more  versatile  for  use 
in  an  operational  role  in  theater. 

The  strategic  role  the  82d  performs  as  vanguard  to  dull  the  edge 
of  crisis  will  continue  as  its  most  important  role  in  the  future,  “nxe 
political  purpose  of  arriving  early  in  a  crisis  area  presents  the 
enemy  with  a  dilemma  of  escalation. The  enemy  knows  that  when  the 
82d  arrives,  the  force  of  the  nation  is  behind  it.  However,  in  a 
smaller  US  Army,  the  82d  Airborne  Division  must  also  be  capable  of 
caitributing  at  the  operational  level  of  war  against  the  expected 
sophisticated  threat  on  the  next  battlefield.  An  airborne  force  that 
can  execute  its  strategic  mission  but  then  has  limited  capability  for 
further  enploymait  in  theater  is  not  versatile.  The  Soviets  have 
provided  a  model  for  conducting  siimultaneous  operations  and  airborne 
forces  play  a  significant  role.  The  82d  must  be  modernized  so  it  can 
COTitribute  to  simultaneous  operations  on  the  next  battlefield. 

Since  the  US  Army  is  now  fully  committed  to  the  concept  of 
simultaneous  operations,  continued  study  of  the  Soviet  concept  of 
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simultaneity  is  worth  the  time  and  effort.  The  recent  US  interest  in 
Light  Cavalry  and  Mobile  Strike  Forces  are  also  reminders  of  past 
Soviet  concepts.  The  US  Army  is  clearly  developing  the  mobile  ground 
forces  to  strike  deep.  It  already  has  the  air  assault  forces  in  the 
101st  Air  Assault  Division  to  support  simultaneous  operations  at  the 
tactical -operational  level.  The  weak  link  in  fully  executing 
simultaneous  operations  on  the  next  battlefield  appears  to  be  the 
airborne  force.  A  modernized  airborne  force  would  complement  US 
initiatives  in  deep  ground  maneuver  and  existing  capabilities  of  air 
assault,  SOF,  and  joint  assets  and  provide  the  operational  ccmnander 
with  an  arrayment  of  assets  the  Soviets  would  have  dreamed  of. 

The  Soviets  may  have  been  the  trendsetters  in  airborne  operations, 
but  the  Americans  came  up  with  the  idea  first.  In  World  War  I, 

Colonel  "Billy"  Mitchell  suggested  dropping  soldiers  of  the  1st 
Infantry  Division  behind  the  German  lines  in  an  attempt  to  overcome 

the  static  trench  warfare.  However,  due  to  a  lack  of  suitable 
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transport  aircraft,  the  suggestion  was  dismissed.  Many  years 

before  this,  a  great  American  had  a  vision  for  use  of  airborne  troops: 

Where  is  the  prince  who  can  afford  so  to  cover  his  country  with 
troops  for  its  defense  as  that  10,000  mai  descending  from  the 
clouds  might  not  in  many  places  do  an  infinite  deal  of  mischief 
before  a  force  could  be  brought  together  to  repel  them?"  Benjamin 
Franklin^®^ 

In  the  final  analysis,  the  concept  of  simultaneous  operations  has 
stirred  the  US  airborne  from  its  operational  slunnber.  The  airborne 
force  can  contribute  on  the  next  battlefield  if  its  doctrine  and 
organization  are  modernized. 


Appendix  A 

Definitions  of  Operational  Terms^®^ 

Carrpaiqn;  a  series  of  related  military  operations  designed  to  achieve 
one  or  more  strategic  objectives  within  a  given  time  and  space. 

Center  of  gravity;  the  hub  of  all  power  and  movanent  upon  which 
everything  depends;  that  characteristic,  capability,  or  location  from 
which  enen^  and  friendly  forces  derive  their  freedom  of  action, 
physical  strength,  or  the  will  to  fight. 

Decisive  point:  a  point,  usually  geographical  in  nature,  that,  when 
retained,  provides  a  comnander  with  a  marked  advantage  over  his 
opponent.  Decisive  points  could  also  include  other  physical  elements 
such  eis  enemy  formations,  conmand  posts,  and  ccinnuni cation  nodes. 

Deep  operations:  operations  designed  in  depth  to  secure  advantages  in 
later  engagements,  protect  the  current  close  fight,  and  defeat  the 
enemy  more  rapidly  by  denying  freedom  of  action  and  disrupting  or 
destroying  the  coherence  and  tempo  of  its  operation. 

Full -dimensional  operations;  the  application  of  all  capabilities 
available  to  an  Army  ccrirander  to  accomplish  his  mission  decisively 
and  at  the  least  cost  across  the  full  range  of  possible  operations. 
Major  operation;  the  coordinated  actions  of  large  forces  in  a  single 
phase  of  a  canpaign.  A  major  operation  could 

contain  a  nvmber  of  battles  or  could  be  a  single,  critical  battle. 
Operational  art:  the  employment  of  military  forces  to  attain  strategic 
goals  through  the  design,  organization,  integration,  and  execution  of 
battles  and  engagemaits  into  campaigns  and  major  operations.  In  war, 
operational  art  determines  when,  where,  and  for  what  purpose  major 
forces  will  fight  over  time. 

Operations  in  depth;  the  totality  of  the  ccmnnanders  operations  against 
the  enemy — composed  of  deep,  close,  and  rear  operations  which  are 
usually  conducted  simultaneously  in  a  manner  that  appears  as  one 
continuous  operation  against  the  enemy. 
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Operational  level  of  war;  the  level  of  war  at  which  canpaigns  and 
major  operations  are  planned,  conducted,  and  sustained  to  acconplish 
strategic  objectives  within  theaters  or  areas  of  operation. 

Activities  at  this  level  link  tactics  and  strategy  by  establishing 
operational  objectives  needed  to  acccatplish  the  strategic  objectives, 
sequoacing  events  to  achieve  the  operational  objective,  initiating 
actions,  and  applying  resources  to  bring  about  and  stastain  these 
evaits . 

Simultaneous  operations:  two  or  more  canpaigns  and  conplementary 
operations  or  activities  within  those  canpaigns  occurring  concurraitly 
within  the  same  theater. 
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i^pendix  B 

Cannponents  of  Operational  Design 

Field  Manxoal  (EM)  100-5,  Operations  (1993),  lists  several  key 
concepts  for  theater  and  operational  level  planners  to  use  as 
guideposts.  They  are  center  of  gravity,  lines  of  operation,  decisive 
points  and  culminating  point. 

The  essence  of  operational  art  lies  in  the  ability  to  mass  effects 
against  the  enen^'s  center  of  gravity,  his  hub  of  all  power.  Several 
traditional  examples  of  center  of  gravity  are  the  mass  of  the  enemy 
arnv,  the  enemy's  battle  catmand  structure,  public  opinion,  national 
will,  and  an  alliance  or  coalition  structvire.  The  enemy  center  of 
gravity  is  often  difficult  to  strike  because  he  protects  it  or  it  is 
abstract,  like  the  enemy's  national  will.^®*  The  Soviet  airborne 
operation  in  Febnxary  1942  near  Vyaz'ma  to  encircle  and  assist  in  the 
destruction  of  German  Army  grot5>  Center  is  an  example  of  an  airborne 
assault  geared  to  striking  the  caiter  of  gravity.  See  Section  II  for 
more  information  on  this  airborne  operation. 

T.-i  nog  of  operation  define  the  directional  orientation  of  the  force 
in  space  and  time  in  relation  to  the  enemy.  Lines  of  operation  extaid 
out  from  the  forces'  base  of  operation  to  its  objectives. While 
airborne  forces  conduct  an  aerial  nwvement  to  their  objectives,  they 
still  project  forward  from  bases  of  operation,  may  follow  different 
lines  of  operation,  but  normally  converge  at  the  objective.  Securing 
a  bcise  of  operations  is  a  mission  well -suited  for  the  force  entry 
capability  of  airborne  forces,  as  demonstrated  in  Operation  Just 
Caiase.  (See  Endnote  2.) 

Decisive  points  are  keys  to  getting  at  centers  of  gravity.  They 
provide  a  marked  advantage  over  the  enemy  and  are  often  terrain 
features  but  also  include  "elements  that  sustain  command  such  as  a 
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corimand  post,  critical  boundary,  airspace,  or  comnunications  node." 
Planners  must  determine  the  decisive  points  which  provide  a  means  of 
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getting  at  the  center  of  gravity.  Planners  must  also  choose  decisive 
points  which  help  the  conmander  gain  or  maintain  the  initiative. 
Controlling  these  decisive  points  helps  gain  or  maintain  operational 
maneuver.  These  decisive  points  may  be  transportation  nets  or  terrain 
features  that  are  key  to  continued  operational  maneuver.  The  allied 
effort  to  seize  the  three  bridgeheads  in  Operation  Market  Garden, 
September  1944,  is  a  good  exanple  of  an  attempt  to  control  decisive 

j/Jfl 

points  to  maintain  the  mcmentum  of  the  attack. 

The  culminating  point  has  application  in  the  offense  and  defense. 
In  the  offense,  the  culminating  point  is  the  point  in  time  where  the 
attacker's  combat  power  no  longer  exceeds  that  of  the  defender.  A 
defender  reaches  culmination  when  he  no  longer  has  the  capability  to 
defend  successfully  or  launch  a  counteroffensive.  The  operational 
artist  seeks  to  seize  the  operational  objective  in  the  offense  before 
culminating.  Airborne  forces  can  be  instrumental  in  extending  the 
culminating  point  of  the  attacking  ground  forces.  An  example  of  this 
are  the  airborne  assaults  onto  the  Normandy  peninsula  in  Operaticai 
Overlord,  June  1944.  The  airborne  forces  dropped  behind  the  German 
coastline  defenses  to  interrupt  the  enemy  defenses  and  delay  movement 
of  reserves  to  avoid  the  culmination  of  the  amphibious  operation 
before  it  established  a  foothold  on  the  Normandy  peninsula. 
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ARMY  GROUP  ARMY  RESERVE  TACTICAL  ZONE 


Figure  1.  Soviet  Use  of  Airborne  Forces,  1936 
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Figure  2.  Soviet  Operational  Planning  Sequence^^^ 

This  figure  illustrates  the  Soviet  planning  sequence  anH  spatial 
synmetry.  The  ccranander  plans  inwards  fron  the  final  operational 
objective,  to  the  tactical  objectives  required  to  achieve  the 
operational  aims,  back  to  the  initial  dispositions  of  forces  where  the 
attennpt  is  made  to  portray  an  appearance  of  equilibrium. 
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